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On MonpAY, the 10th of September next, we find from 
a printed paper recently forwarded to us, that “two dis- 
tributions in connexion with the St. Leger stakes (on the 
art-union principle)” will take place, and our only rea- 
son for not publishing the name and address of the pro- 
prietor of this scheme is our unwillingness to advertise it 
in these columns, There are to be two drawings; one 
in which there are to be 10,000 shares of 10s. each, and 
the prizes are £2,000 for the winner, £1,000 for the 
second, and £200 for the third, with various other 
smaller prizes of £10 and £2; the second drawing is to 
bein 10,000 shares of 5s. each, and the prizes are to be of 
exactly half the value of those in the first drawing. Such a 
gigantic sweepstake as this cannot surely fail to attract 
the attention of the police to the house where it is carried 
on, and we sincerely hope it may come.to the knowledge 
of some active officer who will set the law in motion. 
This, however, does not appear to be the first occasion on 
which such a sweepstake has taken place under the same 
proprietorship, for we find a long list published of the 
names and addresses of winners of prizes, and others who 
might possibly be punishable under the Act of 42 Geo. 
Ill, c. 119. There is no doubt the proprietor of the 
lottery is punishable as a rogue and vagabond under that 
Act, and when the prevalence of this species of gambling 
is considered, it seems wonderful that the attention of the 
authorities has not been especially directed for its sup- 
pression. By reason of the impunity with which all 
kinds of illegal lotteries are carried on, the law respecting 
them is becoming a dead letter ; and although some little 
activity may huve been shown of late, it has been at the 
best but spasmodic and perfunctory. It is an insufferable 
nuisance that persons are invited to break the law, as 
well as to risk the loss of their money; that temptation 
is placed in the way of the inexperienced to do what 
would, but for this flourishing announcement, never have 
entered into their ideas, and that the perpetrator should, 
through a series of years, remain unpunished. 











Mr. J. W. Surru, Q.C., has been discoursing in rathera 
singular fashion on the utility of juries. The learned 
gentleman is judge of the Shropshire County Court, and 
is otherwise known to the prefession by his Manuals, 
which must not be confounded with his namesake's 
“Handy Books,” and by the last edition of “Fearne’s 


_ Contingent Remainders.” A case having been set down, 


a few days ago, for hearing in his Court before a jury, 
he appealed to the parties concerned to dispense with the 
jury’s aid, and submit to his own unassisted decision on 
the facts, as well ason the law. They refused, however, to 
acquiesce in this request, whereupon Mr. Smith took a 
course which we cannot but regard as somewhat dis- 
courteous and unfortunate. He postponed the cause 
until the close of the other business on hand, thus putting 
the parties, witnesses, and waiting jurymen to considerable 
inconvenience. Then upon the jury expressing a wish to 
retire at the conclusion of the case, he told them that unless 
they agreed in an hour he would discharge them. They 
could not agree in that short period, and accordingly they 





were discharged. The unhappy plaintiff, therefore, will 
have to go to the expense of trying the whole matter over 
again, unless indeed Mr. Smith’s mode of administering 
justice has satiated his appetite for litigation. 

Now, to say nothing of the inconvenience caused by 
delaying the trial until near the end of the day’s pro- 
ceedings, can any one maintain that the judge exercised 
the “discretion of discharge,” which he undoubtedly 
possesses, in a proper manner? Only one hour was 
allowed for twelve men to agree on a subject unimportant 
we dare say to the general public, but all-important to 
the plaintiff and defendant; and no reason was given 
for so limited a time for deliberation. The day following 
was not Sunday, and it was many hours from midnight 
when the jury retired. It certainly seems as if Mr. 
Smith was determined to mark his sense of the conduct 
of the parties in refusing to dispense with the jury, in a 
manner more emphatic than pleasant. “Cases tried 
thus,” he said, “he regarded as obstructing the business 
of the Court.” That may be his private opinion; but the 
legislature permits a suitor to summon a jury, and he 
ought not to be punished for doing so.. In the present 
instance, the judge showed the-reverse of a judicial tem- 
per; thus by his own conduct furnishing a fresh reason 
for the propriety of a refusal of the parties to trust them- 
selves entirely to him. Many judges—even County Court 
judges—are endowed with a calmness which eminently 
fits them for their positions. But if Mr. Smith treats 
every cause as he appears to have treated the cause we 
have referred to, we cannot include him in the category. 


THE COURSE PURSUED by Chief Justice Erle, in telling 
a Norfolk jury, in the case of Athol v. Soman, what 
amount of damages would carry costs, has been extolled 
by an able writer in the Saturday Review as an important 
step in the path of legal reform. Our readers may re- 
member that in this journal, a short time ago (ante p. 
1026), an opposite view of the subject was taken, to 
which, after giving full consideration to the arguments 
of the Saturday Reviewer, we are still inclined to adhere. 
“The law of England,” says the reviewer, “ presumes 
that everybody knows the law, and it assumes that every 
person called as a juror is acquainted, among other 
statutes, with these regulating costs.” There is a two- 
fold error in this assertion. “ Jgnorantia juris non 
eacusat” it is true, and therefore, in one sense, a man is 
supposed to know the law. But he is only bound to 
know it so far as it affects his own affairs. He is not 
bound to know how to apply it to the affairs of his neigh- 
bours ; on the contrary, when he enters the jury box, his 
mind, as far as the law of the case he is about to try is 
concerned, ought to be a sheet of blank paper. His duty 
is to listen to the facts proved, and then to take the law 
upon them submissively from the Court. If he were to 
do otherwise, there would be a confusion between the 
province of the judge and jury, very prejudicial to the 
administration of justice. 

Now the question of costs or no costs is one of law and 
judicial discretion, and the legislature, over and over again, 
has emphatically said that it is the province of the judge 
to decide it. In nearly every case where the damages 
are within given amounts, he can certify either to give 
or to deprive of costs, as may seem expedient. To sub- 
mit such a question to the jury therefore, is to invade the 
province of the judge. To this effect was the decision in 
Pooley v. Whitcomd, 12 C. B. N. S. 770, 10 W. R. 732, 
heard in the Court of Common Pleas before Williams, 
Willes, and Keating, J.J., so lately as the year 1862, but 
which nevertheless had apparently escaped the memory 
of the learned Chief Justice. There a new trial was 
granted on the ground that the jury had found a verdict 
for five guineas in an action of assault, evidently acting 
upon information given to them by the plaintiff's counsel, 
that a verdict for a less sum would not give the plaintiff 
her costs. “The jury were here made to suppose,” observes 
Willes, J., “ that they were the proper persons to decide 
the question of costs, a thing which it was wholly in- 
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competent for them to do. It is most important that the 
province of the judge and that of the jury should be kept 
distinct. I do not agree with Mr. Powell (one of the 
counsel for the plaintiff) that every man is to be pre- 
sumed to know the law, I admit that ‘ignorantia juris 
non excusat.’ It would be absurd indeed to suppose that 
even the most experienced judge knows the statute law 
on all subjects, without looking into the books. I think 
it would lead to a most inconvenient inequality in the 
administration of the law, if the question of costs were 
in any shape left to the consideration of the jury.” And 
in the course of the same judgment it is pointed out that 
the legislature has expressly said that it is the judge and 
not the jury who shall have the power of deciding whether 
or not the plaintiff shall have costs. To instruct jurymen 
in such a manner as to enable them to interfere in giving 
or refusing costs, is in reality to deprive the judge of the 
opportunity of exercising the discretion conferred on him 
by law. 

We must add one word as to the inexpediency of a 
jury being too well acquainted with the consequences of 
their verdict. “It is their constitutional right,” accord- 
ing to the Saturday Review, to know them. On the 
contrary, although no attempt is ever made to conceal 
what is notorious—for example to conceal that death is 
the punishment of murder—the jury have no right to 
know anything about the legal effect of their decision. 
Generally they do know absolutely nothing. In a civil 
court judges refuse, and we think will continue to refuse, 
to enlighten them. In a criminal court, where a wide 
margin of discretion as to punishment is left to the judge, 
jurors are equally ignorant, except in the one capital 
case, and we feel certain they will never be encouraged 
to pry into the exact punishments affixed to various 
crimes, for, a knowledge of “consequences” crip- 
ples their power of impartially estimating the value of 
the evidence laid before them, and they are better with- 
out it. We trust that if they have read the memoranda 
on costs, published the other day in the Pall-Mall 
Gazette for their information, they will soon forget 
them. But above all we trust they will forget the 
two rules with which those memoranda close, and which 
are so extraordinary that we reproduce them here as an 
example of the bad effects of “ knowing too much:”— 

“Tf you want to secure a plaintiff his costs at all 

events, give him twenty or five guineas,as the case may 
be, but not pounds. If you want to do all you can to 
prevent his having costs, give him less than forty shil- 
lings. 
“ As a rule the courts will not grant a new trial ex- 
cept on the ground of misdirection where the damages 
are under twenty shillings. If, therefore, you give a 
verdict against the summing-up of the judge, and if you 
wish to end the matter, let the damages be £10 or 
£15.” 

That is to say, “Ist, give your verdict—not, as you 
have sworn, according to the evidence, but according to 
your own opinion of whether costs ought or ought not to 
be given by the judge; and 2ndly, where you find a ver- 
dict against his summing-up, give an amount as damages 
not proportioned to the justice of the case, but with.a 
view of ‘ending the matter’ without the interference of 
wiser heads than your own.” This is indeed a code of 
superfine morality ! 


THE CASE OF The Glamorganshire Coal and Tron Com- 
pany v. Irvine, which recently came before Mr. Justice 
Willes and a special jury upon the Home Circuit, adds 
one more to the great number of cases in which a ques- 
tion of misrepresentation has been fought out between 


company and shareholder. It will be remembered that 
the law on this important topic has been already dis- 
cussed in our columns in a series of articles on corporate 
wisrepresentation.* The ground of complaint in this 
case was misrepresentation in the prospectus (not varia- 
tion from the scheme proposed in the prospectus), so that 
19 Bol, dour, 792,721, 606, 690, and #79. —=—~=~O*~CS 





the difficulties which arise where misstatements relied on arg 

contained in advertised reports did not here present them. 
selves. Thecompany was formed in June, 1865, forthe pur. 
pose of working a coal and iron mine, and the present action 
was one of ten brought by the company against shareholders 
to recover calls. The defendant pleaded that he haj 
been induced to become a shareholder by the fraud ang 
misrepresentation of the plaintiffs, and the misrepresenta. 
tions alleged were statements in the prospectus as to the 
estimated amount and value of the coal and iron in the 
mine, and the profits to be derived therefrom, which, it 
had been said, would appear from the reports of engineers 
who were referred to as having “ fully reported upon ” the 
mine. The counsel for the plaintiffs contended that, 
generally, directors’ frauds were not binding on their 
company, and that it was not proved that the prospectus 
had not been based upon the engineers’ reports, nor that 
those reports had been known to be false; but his Lord. 
ship declined to stop the case upon this ground, remark. 
ing that a company which had adopted a contract, 
fraudulently induced by its agent, must be taken to be 
so far affected by the fraud as to constitute the frand 
a sufficient defence to an action founded on the con- 
tract. The existence or non-existence of fraud would 
be a question for the jury. After the case for the com- 
pany had been gone into his Lordship, in summing up, 
observed that the defendant was bound to prove moral 
fraud, but that an untrue statement, made for purposes 
of gain, was equally fraudulent, whether made with an 
actual knowledge of its falsehood, or with a reckless dis- 
regard of its possible falsehood or truth. If the defen- 
dant had made out a case calling for an explanation, that 
explanation should come from those against whom fraud 
had been charged. After commenting on the evidence 
his Lordship left two questions to the jury—1. Whether 
the company, through its directors, had issued a fraudu- 
lent prospectus? and 2. Whether the defendant had re- 
pudiated within a reasonable time? The jury, after 
some deliberation, found for the defendant. This case is 
an important one, not so much from the ruling of the 
judge upon the general question, for the law as laid down 
in our quotation from his Lordship’s judgment we have 
already shown to be well settled; but from the question 
which it suggests—How far are the framers of a prospec- 
tus entitled to rely upon the statements of others? In 
the present case the prospectus stated the estimated 
amount of coal to be 7,000,000 tons, but none of the en- 
gineers called in evidence came up to this figure, except 
one, who was not a mining engineer. Besides this 
gentleman, two other engineers had been sent to the 
mine by the promoters, neither of whom was called by 
the company; nor were any ofthe promoters, These facts, 
of course, had their weight with the jury. 

How far promoters are entitled to rely upon a favour- 
able opinion obtained from an expert will be an im- 
portant consideration for shareholders; for we cannot 
suppose that promoters, on their side, will find much 
difficulty in obtaining, from one quarter or another, an 
opinion sufficiently coincident with the view the public 
are desired to take. 


SoME MISAPPREHENSION PREVAILS amongst our un- 
professional contemporaries as to the persons in whom 
the patronage of appointing revising barristers is vested. 
Several papers have stated that “revising barristers 
are appointed by the Lord Chief Justice of England.” 
This is only true of those appointed to revise in 
London, Westminster, and Middlesex. In every other 
county the appointment, which is annual, is in the hands 
of the senior judge who in the summer travels the cir 
cuit in which the county is. In all cases, however, both 
in the country and in London or Middlesex, it is usual, 
though not invariable, to re-appoint a man who has one 
been appointed. Vacancies, therefore, seldom occur ex 
cept by the death or promotion of the holders of revisor 
ships. A Queen’s Counsel of course resigns when he 
gets his silk gown, and it is not considered quite “ the 
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thing ” for a junior in large practice to renew his appli- 
cation for what is really the most humble judicial post in 
England. The office, it may be observed, cannot be held 
by a member of Parliament (6 Vict. c. 18, s. 28), and in 
that point of view Mr. Beales may congratulate himself 
on his dismissal. He is now at liberty to attempt to ob- 
tain a seat in Parliament, an object doubtless of ambi- 
tion with so vehement a politician as he has proved him- 
self to be. 


THE DEATH is announced of the Rev. F. J. Stainforth, 
formerly preacher at the Temple Church. He was for 
many years a curate at Camberwell at the district church 
under the care first of the Rev. Henry Melvill, and then 
of the Rev. Daniel Moore. From Camberwell Mr. Stain- 
forth came to St. Pancras parish, as curate to Canon 
Dale. Thence he was transferred to the living of All- 
hallows Staining, in the City, which he held until his 
death. He occupied the post of Temple Preacher for 
several years, and the mellifiuous eloquence of his style 
proved attractive to many of his congregation. He was 
succeeded some time since by Mr. Maclear of St. John’s 
College, Cambridge. The announcement, therefore, made 
‘in the Pall Mall Gazette of Wednesday last, that the 
preachership was vacant, owing to Mr. Staniforth’s death, 
was a mistake which we fear will cause a little natural 
disappointment to numerous clergymen, anxious to fill a 
position in which so much distinction as a preacher can 
be earned. 


Mr. Justice WIuvs has appointed Mr. D. R. Blaine 
to the revisorship vacant on the Home Circuit by the 
death of Mr. C. G. Addison. Mr. Blaine was called to 
the bar in Trinity Term, 1846. 

Mr. Justice Byles has appointed Mr. ©. B. Russell 
(called Easter Term, 1851) to the vacant revisorship on 
the Western Circuit. 

Mr. Justice Mellor has appointed Mr. Perronet Thomp- 
son (called Michaelmas Term, 1838) and Mr. J. H. 
Markham (called Trinity Term, 1851) to the vacant re- 
visorships on the Midland Circuit. 

Chief Justice Erle has appointed Mr. Rutherfurd 
(called Trinity Term, 1855) and Mr. T. Hillam Mills 
(called Easter Term, 1848) to the vacant revisorships on 
the Norfolk Circuit. 

In addition to the appointment of Mr. Bacon, an- 
nounced by us last week, the Lord Chief Justice of Eng- 
land has appointed Mr. N. Lindley (called Michaelmas 
Term, 1850) and Mr. Spencer Perceval (called Trinity 
Term, 1854) to vacant revisorships. 





GENERAL JURISPRUDENCE.—VII.* 

Rights in rem, like “estates” with which we are 
familiar, may be vested or contingent, and vested rights 
also like estates may be either present or future in re- 
spect of their enjoyment. They may also be limited or 
unlimited in point of duration; and if limited, they may 
be limited and indefinite, like an estate for life or lives; 
or limited and definite like an estate, or as we call it, a 
term of years. But as the death of the person having a 
right necessarily puts an end to his enjoyment of it—or 
in other words, necessarily limits it—it may be worth 
while to examine a little in detail what is meant by a 
right whose duration is unlimited. First, then, alien- 
ability, or the right of disposing of it, is not necessarily 
incidental to a right whose duration is unlimited. The 
power of disposing of a thing when we no longer wish, 
or are no longer able, to use it ourselves, is practically a 
very large extension of the right of ownership; and a 
quite unfettered power of disposal would seem to be the 
largest. extension of which the right is capable. But as 
the right of aliening is commonly incidental to a right of 
limited duration, so on the other hand it does not neces- 
sarily belong toa right of unlimited duration. An estate 
for years or for life may with us now be freely aliened, 


* By Edmund Smith, Esq., Solicitor, 





and the student of our law needs not to be reminded of a 
period in our history when the power of disposing by 
will of either realty or personalty was almost unknown, 
and again when the heir could not be deprived of his in- 
heritance by any act of hisancestor. A right of unlimited 
duration then is a right to which no limit, either defi- 
nite or indefinite, is prescribed, and which, in the absence 
of alienation or where the power of alienation does not 
exist, will devolve from the owner to his legitimate suc- 
cessor, and so from that successor to another in a con- 
tinuous and infinite chain of representation. A large 
power of alienation, it is true, is now commonly annexed 
to the right of ownership, but such a power is capable of 
being restricted, as in the case of the separate use or 
estate of a married woman; and, on the other hand, the 
owner of aright of limited duration not unfrequently 
has a power of alienation much more than co-equal with 
the duration of his right—a head of law amply treated of 
by our text-writers under the title of “ Powers.” With 
this slight notice, then, of rights in rem—particularly 
in their leading forms of dominion and servitude—I pass 
on to the consideration of rights in personam, 

Rights in personam, it.will be remembered, are an- 
‘swered by obligations which are binding only on a cer- 
tain determinate person or certain determinate persons, 
and may be either positive or negative; and as far as they 
belong to the class of primary rights (for we shall see 
bye-and-by that all secondary or sanctioning rights 
are rights in personam also) they arise principally 
from contracts, express or implied. The nature of an 
implied contract is not difficult to understand; but Mr. 
Austin tells us that by English lawyers it is commonly, 
or not unfrequently, confounded with quasi-contracts, 
from which it is important it should be distinguished. 
A doctor who undertakes to treat a patient, or a lawyer 
who undertakes to advise a client, undertakes also, by the 
position which he assumes, that he is able, as well as 
willing, to treat or to advise him skilfully. This is, on 
the one side, a tacit or implied term of the contract, just 
as it is, on the other, that the usual charge or fee, or in 
the absence of usage, that a quantum meruit, shall be 
paid for the service or advice rendered. But in a quasi- 
contract Mr. Austin says that, although there is no agree- 
ment or contract at all, still from the acts done an obliga- 
tion arises guasi ex contractu, as, for instance, in the 
case of salvage, where the advantage gained*by the 
owners of the ship and cargo, and the inconvenience and 
danger suffered by the captain and crew of the rescuing 
ship, give rise to an obligation such as would have arisen 
had the one party agreed to rescue and the other to re- 
ward, Amongst the Romans a qwasi-contract was also 
engendered by what was termed “adsentis negetiorum 
gestio,” or the unsolicited attention to, and management 
of, an absent person’s affairs. And Mr. Austin also puts 
the case of money paid by one man to another by mis- 
take—an act out of which an obligation arises, probably 
quasi ex contractu—to restore the money to the person 
rightfully entitled to it. But it is not my purpose to 
dwell upon this class of contracts, or the rights arising 
from them, which, with those that arise from guwasi- 
delictos, seem to form a somewhat anomalous group in the 
legal system, I have referred to them here principally 
for the sake of stating that between qgwasi-contracts and 
implied contracts there is a well-recognised juridical dis- 
tinction of which we ought not to be quite in ignorance. 

Obligations in their strict sense, or the “edligationes of 
the Roman law, correspond exclusively with rights in 
personam and not with rights in rem; and the 
obligations which arise from contracts, like all other 
obligations (using the term in its strict sense), have for 
their object acts and forbearances only; for in the 
language of the Digest, “The substance of obligations 
consists not in their making anything ours, but in 
another person binding himself to give us something, or 
do something, or to secure and make good to us some- 
thing.” And in the case of most contracts, as in the 
case of a contract for hiring labour, or for a lean of 
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money, or for marriage, or for forbearing to carry on a 
trade, or to practise a profession within so many miles of 
a given city or place, the position here put is sufficiently 
obvious. But in the case of a contract for sale and pur- 
chase it is held in our English law (and I believe, though I 
am not sure, that it was so also in some cases in the Roman 
law), that, under some circumstances, the contract actually 
transfers the right of property, and thus gives rise, not to a 
simple obligation which is answered by aright in personam, 
but to dominion or ownership, which, as we have just seen, 
is the conspicuous example of a right in rem. “If I sell 
my horse for money,” we read in “Noy’s Maxims,” “I 
may keep him until I am paid, but I cannot have an 
action of debt until he be delivered; yet the property of 
the horse is by the bargain in the bargainee or buyer. 
But if he presently tender me the money, and 
I refuse it, he may take the horse or have an action of 
detinue.” To this apparent exception then to the position 
laid down, viz., that contracts give rise to obligations, 
and that obligations have for their object acts and for- 
bearances only, it is important that an explanation should 
be given if we would preserve in its integrity that which 
is one of the leading and fundamental principles of 
general jurisprudence. And the explanation seems to 
be this, that the term “contract,” as giving rise to an 
obligation, is distinguishable from the same term when 
it is said to transfer property, when it has in fact, in 
itself, all the essentials of alienation. And that the 
term contract is capable, or ought to be capable, of this 
larger meaning, is no new thing; for in Dr. Smith’s 
Dictionary of Antiquities, under the head of “ obligation ” 
we read that Savigny long ago contended that the notion 
of agreement or contract, in its general sense, was too 
narrowly conceived by jurists in general, himself defining 
it to be “ the union of several persons in one concordant 
declaration of will, whereby their legal relations are 
determined,” and consequently, says the writer,* the notion 
of contract or agreement must be extended to other things 
than to contracts which produce obligations, And exactly 
conformably with this doctrine, although stated from the 
opposite point of view, we read in Mr. Austin’s lectures, 
treating of the essentials and accidents of title :—“The 
essentials of alienation between the alienor and the 
alienee are a free will and intention on the part of the 
former to divest himself of the right, and to invest the 
other with it; an acceptance of the proffered right by 
the alienee; and some fact or another evincing or 
signifying such intention and acceptance. The tra- 
dition (delivery), the writing, the entry in the register, 
or the other solemnity, is merely evidence required 
or pre-appointed by the law of that which is essen- 
tially the title.” If then I agree (promise) to give you 
a book and do not at once give it you, not only does 
the property in the book not pass to you by my agreement 
(promise), but equity will not do anything at your suit, 
or at the suit of your representatives, to carry such a 
promise or agreement into effect ; but if I agree (promise) 
for some specific valuable consideration to be rendered by 
you to me to make over to you something of mine, then 
in some cases, and under some circumstances, the property 
in the thing agreed to be made over passes to you at 
once ; and in other cases, and under some other circum- 
stances, equity will consider me to have made myself a 
trustee for you, and will decree me to give it over or to 
make you & proper conveyance of it. Such of my readers 
as may wish to get clearer notions of the distinctions 
which prevail on this subject, will do well to read the 
judgment of Westbury, L.C., in the case of Holroyd v. 
Marshall, reported in 11 W. BR 171, and then to compare 
what Mr. Austin says in his lectures on title (lectures 
54, 55, and 56), with his remarks on the subject of con- 
tracts (lecture 14), and the notes on the same subject, 
pp. 120 and 202 et seg. in the Srd vol. 

The cases too in our books which, at the time when 
such inetruments were not required by law to be under 
se), turned upon the legal effect of instruments by which 

* Mr. George Long, 








| 





one man agreed to let and another agreed to take a house, 
land, or so forth, viz, whether they operated as present 
demises or only as obligatory agreements, will welt illus- 
trate the position which is insisted upon by Von Savigny, 
and show how fine is the distinction between even con- 
tract and conveyance, when considered independently of 
the solemnities which the law has pre-appointed. One 
thing, I believe, may be considered as quite certain, and 
as holding equally in our English as in Roman law, and 
that is, that from a simple obligation no transfer of 
ownership can result; and that if a contract (as it is 
called) ever transfers property, it does so either in virtue 
of a quality that makes it something more than a mere 
obligatory executory agreement, or because it has been 
accompanied by some evidential circumstance which is 
held to be equivalent to delivery and acceptance. 


[In Pinero v. Judson, 6 Bingh. 210, Tindal, C. J., says, 
“The law is well settled that where there is any doubt 
as to the operation of the contract, the Court must en- 
deavour to discover the intention of the parties from the 
contents of the instrument ; and if we see a paramount 
intention that the instrument shall operate as a lease, we 
must hold it to be such, although it may contain con- 
flicting expressions.” ] 





THE RAILWAY SECURITIES ACT. 


The Railway Securities Act, which received the Royal 
assent on the 10th of last month, is a most important 
addition to the railway legislation of the country. It 
indeed furnishes a precedent which may well be applied 
to every new public company empowered to issue securi- 
ties to their shareholders or creditors. Hitherto one of 
the most fertile causes of disappointment and loss in re- 
spect to railway securities has been that the securities— 
whether called debentures or by some other title—gave 
no certain guarantee to the holder that the borrowing 
powers of the company had not been exceeded. It fol- 
lowed that in many cases a security of this class became 
worthless by reason of its having been issued in excess 
of the borrowing powers of the company. That securi- 
ties should have been issued at all under such circum- 
stances, is, of course, a stigma upon the honour of the 
directors under whose authority they were issued; but 
as we have had brought very vividly before our notice, 
during the last few weeks, the presence, upon the board 
of direction of a railway company, even of several of Mr. 
Kingsley’s ideal worthies—the lay peers of the land— 
has not sufficed to keep the transactions of the company 
straight. Mr. Thomson Hankey’s observation the other 
day—that the public had a right to expect that a direc- 
torate consisting of several members of the House of 
Lords would at least be candid and fair—was most just, 
and will not, we hope, prove to have been spoken in vain. 
It cannot, however, at present, be accepted as a truism, 
The main object of the Railway Securities Act is to 
meet such cases, and to furnish debenture holders with a 
guarantee that their securities are worth what they pro- 
fess to be. It is obvious that the simpiest way to attain 
this result is to make every mortgage or debenture carry 
with it, on its back, a species of clause of warranty that 
the borrowing powers of the company which issued it 
have not been exceeded. There was a natural struggle 
against making this warranty amount to a personal 
guarantee on the part of any official of the company— 
director or otherwise—to make up to the holder of a 
mortgage or debenture any loss which he might sustain 
by reason of its turning out that his security had been 
issued in excess of the borrowing powers of the com- 
pany. The House of Commons has too strong a railway 
element amongst its own members fo assent to any pro- 
position of this kind, It remained, therefore, to provide, 
for some means short of this by which a similar ond 
might be attained. The present Act is the result of the 
application to the case of two principlos—firat, publicity; 
and secondly, personal security and penalty. It is provided 
(section 6) that within fourteen days after the ond of 
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every half-year every railway company shall make an ac- 
count of their loan capital authorised to be raised, and 
actually raised, up to the end of that half-year; and 
(section 8) that a copy of this account, having been 
signed by a registered officer of the company (a new 
official created by the Act who may be the secretary, ac- 
countant, treasurer, or chief cashier for the time being), 
shall, within twenty-one days after the end of each half- 
year, be deposited with the Registrar of joint-stock com- 
panies in England. The document so registered may 
(section 12) be inspected by any person on payment of 
one shilling, and certified copies thereof may be obtained 
at a very moderate fee. The original half-yearly accounts 
are also (section 7) to be open to the inspection, at all 
reasonable times, without payment, of any shareholder, 
stockholder, mortgagor, bond-creditor, or holder of 
debenture-stock of any company, or by any person in- 
terested in any mortgage, bond, or debenture-stock of any 
company. Thus much as to the provisions contained in 
the Act so far as regards publicity. Next, as to those 
regulating personal security and penalty. This part of 
the Act is so important that we have no hesitation in 
setting out the principal clause which relates to it in full. 
It is section 14 :— 

“There shall be put (by indorsement or otherwise) on 
every mortgage-deed or bond made or given after the 
twenty-first day of January, one thousand eight hundred 
and sixty-seven, by a railway company for securing 
money borrowed by the company, and on every certificate 
given after that day by a railway company for any sum 
of debenture-stock issued by the company, a declaration 
in the form given in the second schedule to this Act, or 
to the like effect, with such variations as circumstances 
require, 

“Every such declaration shall be signed by two direc- 
tors of the company specially authorised and appointed 
by the board of directors to sign such declarations, and 
by the company’s registered officer.” 

The form referred to in the second schedule is as 
follows :— 

“ We, the undersigned, being two of the directors of 
the company specially authorised and appointed for this 
purpose, and I, the undersigned registered officer of the 
company, do hereby declare (each for himself) that the 
within-written [or as the case may be] mortgage-deed 
[or bond or certificate] is issued under the borrowing 
powers of the company as registered on the 
day of , and is not in excess of the amount 
there stated as remaining to be borrowed. 

“ Dated this day of 18 


«“ 


Fiocethees ton RR 


See ee mee acer ereeeeseeees 


“ 

[Secretary or account- 
ant, or as the case 
may be] and regis- 
tered officer.” 

If any director or registered officer should sign any 
declaration, account, or statement under this Act, know- 
ing the same to be false in any particular, he is made 
Hable, upon conviction on indictment, to fine or im- 
prisonment; or, on summary conviction, to a penalty not 
exceeding £20, The counter signatures of two directors 
and the registered officer will, no doubt, be a consider- 
able security to the public, although past experience has 
shown that the signatures of directors of a company to 
the issue of illegal or worthless documents are not diffi- 
cult to procure. Tt would have been a greater security 
if the penalties fixed by the Act upon a false statement 
in any declaration or account had been applied simply 
in every case of a falso statement, and not, as the section 
now stands, only upon such a false statement as shall 
be made by a director or registered officer knowing it to 
be false. What the public want is a “ material 
guarantee” that the directors of & company will trouble 
themselves to look into the matter thoroughly before 
they put their names to documents, upon the faith of 


COP ereeeeereeearseeeeee 





which money is advanced. If this sort of morality is to 
be produced at all by means of a penalty, which we 
greatly doubt, the punishment should fall upon the 
person who subscribes the false representation, upon 
simple proof of its falsity, and the moral fraud, which 
necessarily implies a scienter, should be left out of sight. 
Mere ignorance should not be allowed to be an ex- 
cuse for the injury done to the public. The Railway 
Securities Act, as it stands, is, however, a considerable 
step in the right direction, and, as we have already said, 
we should be very glad to see the principles upon which 
it is founded extended to the case of every company 
which has borrowing powers. 





THE LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
29 & 30 VICTORIA, 1866. 

Cap. IL—An Act to empower the Lord Lieutenant, or 
other chief governor or governors of Ireland, to appre- 
hend, and detain for a limited time, such persons as he 
or they shall suspect of conspiring against her Majesty’s 
person and Government, 

_ Viewed by the light of experience acquired since the 
commencement of this Act, there can be no doubt that 
the suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act was a step ne- 
cessary “ for the preservation of her Majesty’s person, and 
for securing the peace, the laws, and liberties of this 
kingdom.” The result of the Fenian prosecutions has 
been to expose the development of a wide spread and 
organised conspiracy to overthrow the rule of her 
Majesty. The necessity for investing some one with the 
extraordinary powers given by this Act having become 
apparent, the Legislature adopted the exceptional course 
this Act permits. The fact that it is exceptional re- 
minds us of the liberties and rights obtained for us by a 
previous generation, and assures us that those rights and 
liberties are held so sacred that no despotism is allowed 
to intervene, and that the solemn procedure of passing 
an Act of Parliament is required before the liberty of the 
subject can be interfered with. The subsequent Act, by 
which the first was extended, forms a justification, if such 
were necessary, of what had previously been done. 


Cap. II.—An Act to amend the law relating to contagious 
or infectious diseases in cattle and other animals. 

The “Cattle Diseases Prevention Act, 1866,” as this 
Act is designated by its short title, is one of these ex- 
ceptional measures so hurriedly passed to meet a pressing 
emergency that its imperfections may be overlooked. 
Whatever those imperfections may be, the cattle plague 
has been very much mitigated in its violence, and that by 
the means adopted in pursuance of this timely statute. 
The object of the Act is to appoint inspectors witb 
powers to enter upon farm lands and buildings in order 
to ascertain the existence of the disease, and to deal with 
the diseased animals in accordance with the Act, by 
slaughtering and burning those he may find infected. A 
local rate is in every case to supply the expenses in- 
curred in carrying out the Act, as well as the compensa- 
tion provided to be paid to the owners of slaughtered 
animals, Heavy penalties are imposed on persons offend- 
ing against the Act, and they may be recovered in a 
summary way before two justices, an appeal being 
allowed to quarter sessions, The Act is to continue in 
force until the Ist of June, 1867, and until the end of 
the then session of Parliament; and in case the cattle 
plague shall not then have died out, it will probably be 
continued for another year, with some modifications and 
amondments, 


Cap. V.—An Act for amending the laws relating te the 
investments on account of savings danks and post-office 
savings banks, 

Having undertaken the responsibility of being the de- 
pository of the small savings of the country, Govern 
mont has invested those savings in the Fands, and now, 
by this Act, obtains power to substitute termminable an- 
nuities for thirty years of equivalent value, booked 
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upon as a financial operation, the effect of this Act is to 

release from liability to be called in so much of the 

capital stock as is cancelled, without in any manner 

diminishing the security afforded to depositors by a 

public guarantee. 

Cap. XIV.—An Act for the abolition of the offices of 
treasurer and of high-bailiff of county courts as vacancies 
shall occur, and to provide for the payment of future 
registrars of county courts. 

The object of this Act is clearly indicated by its title. 
An economical fit having seized upon us, it has been con- 
sidered expedient to abolish the two offices of treasurer 
and high-bailiff, and to require the registrar to perform 
the duties of high-bailiff in county courts, at a salary 
one-fifth higher than his salary as registrar. This of 
course only applies to future appointed registrars of county 
courts, and to future vacancies in the offices of treasurer 
and high-bailiff. The chief feature, however, of the Act 
before us is, that the accounts of county courts are to be 
rendered to the audit board periodically, and the money 
received by the registrars is to be paid into the Bank of 
England to the account of the paymaster-general. If 
this has no other effect, it will at least be the means of 
enforcing uniformity of system in these courts, and we 
apprehend that it is the safest public policy that all the 
accounts should come under the supervision of the audit 
board. The Act will not in any manner interfere with 
the remuneration given to the registrars of county courts 
for performing the duties required of them by the County 
Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act. The fourteenth sec- 
tion provides that registrars of county courts shall be 
paid by a salary regulated by the number of plaints en- 
tered in the Court of which he is registrar. Apart from 
considerations of economy, it is more consistent with the 
“dignity of labour” that a man should be paid for the 
work he actually performs, than for the estimated amount 
of what he might be called upon to perform in his office. 
The tendency of the times is to abolish every office having 
even the appearance of being partly a sinecure, and to 
set it on such a footing as we have before indicated, and 
this section provides an important step in that direction. 
Cap. XVL—An Act for facilitating the public exhibition 

of works of art in certain exhibitions. 

This age of exhibitions and international shows calls 
for special legislation in certain cases. The object of 
this Act is to give the public the benefit of inspecting all 
works of art, whatever, which are held by any public 
body, or by trustees for particular purposes. It has 
been found that trustees of museums and other bodies 
desirous of lending the valuable objects of art in their 
possession are precluded from so doing by the fact that 
their powers as trustees are limited, and that in parting 
with the possession of them they might incur a personal 
responsibility. The first section gives permission for the 
owner for the time being of any work to lend such work 
to the Lord President of the Privy Council for twelve 
months, or less, without incurring any responsibility 
for any consequent loss or injury, and such works may 
be exhibited to the public by the Lord President at the 
loan exhibitions of national portraits, and at the Universal 
Exhibition at Paris in 1867. The duty is imposed on 
the Lord President to take due precautions for the pre- 
servation of works of art lent to him, but he is not to be 
personally liable for any injury they may sustain. 

It is to be regretted that the Act was not made general, 
instead of being only applicable to the two exhibitions 
mentioned, but we will hope it is an experiment which 
will succeed sufficiently to induce Parliament to pass a 
more general measure next year. 





Cuvucn axp State.—The Court of Piacenza has recently 
comsenne’d Myr. Ranza, Bishop of that diocese, to £40 fine and 
a ycar’s impriemment, for having refused. the communion in vr- 
tremis apa Catholic Wurial to a priest named Vizzi, who had 
signed the address sent by Father Varsaglia to the Pope inviting 
his Holiness to abawion the temporal power, 





EQUITY. 
The Earl of Shrewsbury v. The North Staffordshire Rail- 
way Company, 14 W. R, 220. 

In the principal case the question as to the liability of 
railway companies on the contracts of their promoters 
with third parties was again raised, but we are sorry to 
say that the case was decided on other grounds, and con- 
sequently the law remains in the same unsatisfactory and 
uncertain state as before. 

The object of this paper is to endeavour to show the 
advisability of having the question decided, so as to free 
companies from liability on such contracts; but before 
doing so, it would perhaps be of some benefit to our 
readers to remind them of the present state of the law on 
this point. 

During the chancellorship of Lord Cottenham, when 
railway companies, like limited companies at the present 
time, caused an excessive speculation, many cases con- 
nected with railway companies came before the Court of 
Chancery, of which several involved this question. The 
first case of this nature of which we read is the case of 
Edwards v. The Grand Junction Railway Company, 
1 My. & Cr. 650, which was as follows :—Certain persons 
acting on behalf of the subscribers to the Grand Junction 
Railway Company, which was then soliciting a bill in 
Parliament for the purpose of forming them into a joint- 
stock company, entered into a contract with the trustees of 
a road, whereby it was stipulated that, in consideration 
of the trustees withdrawing their opposition in Parlia- 
ment, the railway company would cross the road in a cer- 
tain manner, and clauses defining this method were pre- 
pared; but it was agreed that instead of inserting these 
clauses in the bill a formal instrument should be exe- 
cuted under the seal of the company when incorporated, 
and the promoters gave an undertaking to this effect. 

The bill was passed and the company was incorporated, 
but did not execute the proposed instrument. In making 
the railway, however, they did not cross the road as 
stipulated by the agreement, and an injunction was 
granted at the suit of the trustees to prevent the com- 
pany violating the provisions contained in the omitted 
clauses. 

In this case two points were decided.—l. That an 
agreement to withdraw or withold opposition to a bill in 
Parliament was not illegal, and that a court of equity 
would enforce a contract founded on such a consideration ; 
and 2, that an incorporated company would be bound by 
the agreement of its individual members, acting, before 
incorporation, on its behalf, if the company had received 
the full benefit of the consideration for which the agree- 
ment stipulated on its behalf. 

The grounds of Lord Cottenham’s decision in this case 
are that, although there can be no legal obligation which 
can bind a company before its existence to the contracts 
of its promoters, yet there is an equity which a court of 
equity will take cognizance of and uphold. The company 
had succeeded to all that the promoters had before; they 
had become entitled to all their rights, surely they ought 
to be subject to all their liabilities, In fact his judg- 
ment appears to rest on the equitable principle, “ qui 
sentit commodum sentire debit et onus.” 

Lord Cottenham followed this principle, which he had 
80 laid down in the cases of Stanley v. The Chester and 
Birkenhead Railway Company, 3 My. & Or. 773; Lord 
Petre v. The Eastern Counties Railway Company, 1 Rail, 
Cas. 462,in both of which exactly the same question 
arose. 

The next case which we need notice is that of Preston 
v. The Liverpool, Manchester, and, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
tailway, 1 Sim, N. 8. 586, which came before Lord 
COranworth in 1851, when he treated the promoters as 
agents of the company; but the construction of the 
agreement being a legal one, a case was directed for the 
opinion of a Court of law. 

Up to this time, therefore, Lord Cottenham’s decisions 
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had been followed, and the principles involved in them 
had not been doubted, 

The course of time, however, had brought railway 
companies to their proper position in the eyes of the 
public, and instead of their being looked at as possessed 
of irresponsible power and fabulous wealth, they are 
known to have the same rights and interests as indi- 
viduals. This change in public opinion is shown in thé 
case of the Caledonian and Dumbartonshire Railway 
Company v. The Magistrates of Helensburgh, 2 Macq, 391, 
which came tothe House of Lords on appeal from the 
Scotch courts. There the same question arose, viz., 
whether the railway company was liable to the magis- 
trates of Helensburgh on the contract of their pro- 
moters. It was decided that the contract was ultra vires 
of the railway company, and on that ground they were 
held to be not liable. At the same time the then Lord 
Chancellor (Lord Cranworth) dissented very much 
from the views of Lord Cottenham on this subject, as 
shown in the above-mentioned cases, and went so far as 
to say that if the question had not been settled by 
authority, he should have decided otherwise. Lord Cot- 
tenham’s decision (he says) proceeds on the assumption 
that a railway company, when established, is in substance, 
though not in form, a body succeeding to the rights and 
coming into the place of the projectors, which we know 
of course not to be the fact. Moreover, if the Act when 
passed is the charter of the company’s rights, then future 
shareholders can, to a certain extent, know their own 
position on entering the company; but the case would 
be very different if there were any secret sums which the 
company owed, and which did not appear in the Act; 
and not only is it an injury to shareholders, but it may 
be a fraud or a surprise’ on Parliament. Lord Cran- 
worth sums up in the following words:—‘I confess I 
can discover no principle, legal or equitable, whereby 
such contracts can be -held to be obligatory on the 
company.” 

In the case of Williams v. The St. George’s Harbour 
Company, 2 De G. & J. 547, which was another of the 
same class of cases, the Lords Justices thought that the 
case ought to be decided without reference to any other 
than the simple question whether the company had or 
had not adopted the agreement, and they decided that 
they had so far recognised that contract that they had 
allowed judgment in an action for its breach to be en- 
tered up against them. This present question, therefore, 
did not arise. 

This was the last case, we believe, in which this ques- 
‘tion arose, until the recent case of Zhe Earl of Shrews- 
bury v. The North Staffordshire Railway Company (ubi 
sup.). The marginal note of that case will be quite suffi- 
cient to show what the facts were. 

The promoters of a railway company contracted with 
4 landowner, being a peer of Parliament, to pay him 
£20,000 personally for his countenance and support in 
obtaining their Act, such sum to be independent of the 
ordinary payment for land, severance, and other usual 
compensation. After the passing of the Act the direc- 
tors of the company, when formed, ratified the contract; 
but having doubts whether under the Lands Clauses Act 
the landowner was entitled to the money personally, 
they covenanted by deed to pay interest upon the amount, 
which was to be retained by the company or paid into 
Court. A separate agreement stipulated for the quantity 
of land to be taken for the railway and the amount to be 
paid by the company. It was held that the original 
Contract, and the contract by the directors after the for- 
mation of the company to pay a sum of money for coun- 
tenance and support previously given in procuring the 
Act, were ultra vires of the company, and could not be 
enforced against the company as payment of expenses of 
obtaining the Act under the 65th section of the Com- 
panies Clauses Act, or otherwise. 

This case, therefore, went so far as this-—that as re- 
Bards contracts, udéva vires, bebween the promoters of a 
tailway company and third parties, the doctrine laid 





down by Lord Cottenham must be considered as over- 
ruled; and a very careful and sound judge has added his 
opinion to that of Lord Cranworth, that (to use his own 
words) “It would be most consonant with legal prin- 
ciples—most just and most desirable for the public 
benefit—to hold that contracts of the promoters with 
landowners are not binding on the company unless sanc- 
tioned by the Act constituting the company.” 

These words of the Vice-Chancellor contain and ex- 
haust the reasons against such contracts being enforced, 
and we shall not therefore add to, but only supplement 
them. It is useless, of course, to suggest that there can 
be any contract at law between a landowner on the one 
side and a non-existent company on the other side. The 
only ground upon which Lord Cottenham based his 
decision was that there was an equity which the Court 
of Chancery would enforce. Now, of all words which 
require a proper definition the word equity requires it 
most. We will, therefore, endeavour to find out what 
meaning Lord Cottenham attached toit. In his judg- 
ment he uses it in contradistinction to a legal obligation, 
we may, therefore, assume that he thought it synony- 
mous with a moral obligation. 

We need scarcely say that the origin of the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court of Chancery over moral obligations 
was owing to the uncompromising rigour of the com- 
mon law, which had laid down certain arbitrary rules 
from which it could not deviate, and that it was only as 
a court of conscience that courts of equity interfered in 
cases like the present. 

Now, if we may be permitted to say so, Lord Cotten- 
ham’s decision in the case of Edwards v. The Grand 
Junction Railway Company, ubi sup. rested upon a 
fallacy, which appears through the whole of his judg- 
ment, and that is that the promoters and the company 
are in substance the same persons. Lord Cranworth has 
pointed this out in one light in his judgment in the 
Caiedonian Railway Company v. The Magistrates of 
Helensburgh, ubi sup. We would also point it out in 
another light—a moral obligation, as distinguished from 
a legal obligation, must be binding, if binding at all, on 
the conscience only, and, as a railway company is a cor- 
poration, it may be said that, in order that it may come 
within the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, in 
cases of moral obligation it must have something upon 
which a court of conscience can act. Now, can a cor- 
poration be said to have a conscience? or, in other words, 
can it be fixed with a moral obligation? We humbly 
submit that, if it can, we must look at it in the light of 
the individuals composing the body, and not as a cor- 
porate body itself. We repeat that Lord Cottenham’s 
argument rests on the assumption that the company 
was composed of individual members, who, in that 
capacity, and not as a corporation, were liable to moral 
obligations. We allow that, as regards those individuals, 
there was a legal as well as a moral obligation, but, as 
regards the company, we say that there was neither the 
one nor the other, as it is composed of other members. 

Assuming, however, that a railway company can be 
fixed with a moral obligation, we go further and say 
that, in cases like the present, a company ought not to be 
fixed with a moral obligation, unless it appears that it 
is better, and more for the public good, that it should. 
We will now examine this question. We will pass over 
the obvious reasons that present themselves in favour of 
the change of law we suggest, namely, that it is a fraud 
or misrepresentation, or, to use a less harsh term, surprise 
on the shareholders of the company and on the Houses 
of Parliament to induce the one to take shares and the 
other to pass the bill without knowing all the facts and 
circumstances (all of which reasons are very forcibly 
given by the Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in his judgment 
on this case), We will only look on the question so far 
as the company itself is concerned on the ene hand, and 
the landowner on the other, and balance the advantages 
which would acerue, should the company not be liable, 
against the advantages of the present state of the law, 
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Now, it is to the advantage of the landowners that they 
have two persons whom they can sue on their contracts; 
if the promoters are men of straw the company, being a 
responsible body, can be made to answer for these con- 
tracts. On the other hand, the company not only 
becomes liable for the contracts of its promoters on the 
ground that it has received a benefit, but it has generally 
paid for its benefit in the share of some remuneration 
to its promoters before. It would, therefore, have to 
pay twice for the benefit, which Lord Cottenham con- 
sidered to be the reason why it should be bound. It 
appears, therefore, to us that there is more injustice done 
to railway companies than justice done to the land- 
owners. 

The case of Lord Petre v. The Eastern Counties Rail- 
way Company (ubi sup.) shows to what a mischievous 
extent contracts of this nature may be extended, and 
what fabulous sums of money they may involve. Taking 
the whole question, therefore, into consideration, and 
remembering that in these days so much speculation is 
rife, and companies of all kinds are being started by 
promoters with the sole object of profit to themselves at 
the expense of the public, we think that it would be well 
for the Courts to put some check upon these unhealthy 
proceedings by overruling Lord Cottenham’s decisions, 
and making the promoters of the company liable alone 
for the contracts which they have entered into with 
landowners, unless such contracts are sanctioned and 
adopted by the Act or articles of association constituting 
the company. 








COURTS. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART. 

Sept. 7.—Jn re Contract Corporation (Limited ).—Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart heard an appeal from the Chief Clerk, 
and decided, affirming Mr. Peake’s decision, that a call of 
£30 was necessary. 

The contributories intend to appeal. 


In re Warder, Infants. —The Vice-Chancellor sanctioned 
= A emai of Miss Gunning, as guardian of the 
children. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART’S CHAMBERS. 


(Before Mr. Peake, Chief Clerk.) 

Aug 31.— Re Contract Corporation (Limited). — This 
matter came on by adjournment. 

Mr. Layton said he represented shareholders holding 700 
shares, and he desired to examine the accounts, but espe- 
cially claims by Agra & Masterman’s Bank for £18,000 ; 
Overend, Gurney, & Co. (Limited), £81,000; National Dis- 
count Company, £26,700; Discount Corporation, £20,000; 
Birmingham Banking Company, £17,000; Joint Stock Dis- 
count, £221,000; and others of a like character. Under 
the Winding-up Act, section 91, the Court was authorized 
to consult the wishes of contributories as well as creditors, 
and he applied under that section. The official liquidator 
and creditors might be represented as having no interest in 
resisting claims, but the contributories had. 

The Cutey Cienxk.—This matter has been more or less 
heard by Mr. Church, and I understand that he has sanc- 
tioned a call of £30, becanse he thinks that expedient. He 
says, in his note, ‘‘I am of opinion that the call cannot be 
made till the certificate is absolute; but, subject to that 
objection, I think £30 per share is a fit and proper call, and 
it ought to be made forthwith.” 

Mr. Layton.—The late Lord Eldon once said that an 
order ‘‘forthwith” meant nothing, and that a man might 
go to India and back before it was effectuated. 

The Cuter Cienk.—The order would have been made on 
the 9th of August but for an irregularity. The parties come 
before me, and I think cure that informality, and I desire 
the call to be made, Then, as I understand, the parties 
apply to the vacation judge, and I am functus officio. \ 
wrote to his Lordship last evening, informing him that I 
had acted a the expressed opinion of his chief clerk. It 
must therefore now stand pver till Friday next, unless his 
Lordship will take it before the Vice-Chancellor will. 





Mr. Layton.—His Lordship has expressed his willingness 
to hear it. 

The Cuter CLERK.—But he has made an appointment 
for that day, and all matters will be taken by the Vice. 
Chancellor. I shall make the order, but suspend the draw. 
ing-up, so that the parties may have an opportunity of 
going before the judge. 

Adjourned till September 7th. 

Linklater & Hackwood ; Edwards, Layton, & Jacques ; 
Clarence Harcourt ; Willoughby & Co.; Edmands & (o.; 
Thomas & Hollams appeared in the case. 


Re General Exchange Bank (Limited).—This waa a sun- 
mons by the official liquidator to be at liberty to put the 
seal of the company to certain transfers which were not exe- 
cuted at the time of the order to wind up. The money, 
amounting to £5,000, had since been received by the official 
liquidator. 

On the part of contributories it was stated that a suit was 
instituted by shareholders against the Estates Bank to de- 
clare void an agreement entered into with the General 
Exchange Bank, for, under the articles of association, it was 
alleged there was no power to buy the Estates Bank ; and 
as the question of the right of the solicitors for contributories 
to attend was adjourned, in order that a reason might be 
shown for it, it was asked that it might be dealt with now. 

Order made as prayed, but the question of attendance by 
solicitors for contributories reserved. 

Mayhew for liquidator; Deane & Co. for contributories. 


Carter v. Carter,—This was an application in consequence 
of the receiver of certain estates in Monmouth having ab. 
sconded. He had since been made bankrupt, and the rents 
would be lost unless another gentleman were appointed. 
The money had been placed in Snead’s Bank, and Mr. 
Snead, it was stated, had gone to the bank in the night, 
taking every book and scrap of paper, and leaving nothing 
but debts behind him. It was asked that a new receiver be 
appointed, giving the necessary security. 

Receiver appointed ; recognizances to be brought in. The 
sureties to pass their accounts; the former receiver’s recog- 
nizances to be vacated when that had been done. One 
guinea costs allowed. 

Solicitors, White & Sons ; Woodcock & Ryland ; Meredith 
& Incas; Rentmore; Baker; and Prideaux. 


Scott v. Scott.—In this case two receivers had been ap- 
— but before the recognizances could be prepared one 
eft the country. It was now proposed to substitute 
another, and appoint two sureties for each. The draft had 
to be resettled. 

Adjourned till Tuesday at 11. 

Matthews, Carter, & Bell appeared. 


Re Argoed Colliery Company (Limited).—This was an 
application on the part of a large number of creditors and 
contributories to appoint Mr. James Rogers, an accountant 
of Chester, official liquidator, the colliery being situate in 
the county of Flint. An affidavit of fitness was produced, 
as also the papers in which advertisements of the application 
had appeared. 

Adjourned till Friday next ; affidavit of value of property 
and proposes. sureties to be brought in. 

Blakeley & Beswick appeared. ' 

Re Breech-Loading Armoury Company (Limited).—This 
was an application for the Chief Clerk to sanction a sale by 
the official liquidator of some goods on the premises of the 
company, which had been ordered by the Italian Govern- 
ment, but were in an unfinished state. 

An adjournment till Friday was asked for and granted, 
and thirteen shillings and fourpence costs allowed. 

Solicitors, Harper, Brandon, § Vining. 

Re Commercial Bank Corporation Udantied I this 
case the Chief Clerk signed several cheques for salaries, 
insurance premiums on goods mortgaged to the Bank on 


their way to this country for realization, also premiums on 


bullion transmitted from India and China, &c. It was 
stated that £250,000 was expected soon to arrive. 

Authority was also taken te invest money now in the 
liquidator’s hands. 


Freshfields & Co. for the official liquidator. 

Sept. 4.—Re The Plym River Slate and Slab Company 
(Limited),-This was an application by the official liquida 
tox for permission to sell some slabs belonging to the com- 
pany, valued at £500, by public auction or private contract 
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The matter was stated to be urgent because the company 
was obliged to pay something like £120 a year for rent. 
Application granted. 
Pawle & Lovesy for official liquidator. 


Pickering v. Internatimal Contract Company (Limited).— 
In this case a summons for further time had been taken out 
returnable on the 17th of August; that was attended, and 
it was adjourned till the 21st for the defendant to make an 
affidavit of merits. Nothing had been done, and now there 
was another summons asking for two months’ time, not by 
the same solicitor who took out the original summons. 

It was explained that there had been an alteration of soli- 
citors, although there had been no order made for that pur- 
pose ; but it was stated that that was about to be done, and 
the matter was adjourned till Friday next. 

Randall & Angier for plaintiff ; Vallance & Vallance for 
defendants. 


Dendy v. Carey.—In this case the Chief Clerk had 
directed affidavits to be brought in, and on the 9th of June 
that was done, On that day another appointment was 
given, and the defendant was to file his affidavit by a cer- 
tain day. He applied on the 3rd of July for further time, 
and Mr. Church gave him till the 4th of September, upon 
the understanding, as it was said, that no further time 
should be given without a special case being made for it. 

Ten days’ time allowed to swear and file affidavits, and 
time to reply extended to the 7th of November, the affidavits 
being stated to be very heavy. 

; Field & Co. for plaintiff; R. & W. B. Smith for defen- 
ant. 


Brown v. Lindsay.—This was an application for leave to 
proceed with the sale of an advowson ina case where an 
inquiry had remained unanswered for four years. It was 
said, however, to be a case of pressing urgency, and that the 
papers had been sent by the Chief Clerk to a conveyancing 
counsel. 

Mr. PEAKE said under those circumstances he would at- 
tend to the matter, and it was adjourned till Tuesday next. 

Solicitors, Bridger & Collins; F. Windsor, & Thomas. 

Seaton v. Grant, M.P.—This was a summons taken out 
for three mouths’ time to answer. It was stated that the 
bill sought extortion, and was filed just before the Long 
Vacation to stop the reconstruction of the Crédit Foncierand 
Mobilier Company, and that the Vice-Chancellor had refused 
the application with costs. 

Time allowed till the 31st of October. 

Edwin Smith for plaintiff. 

Bircham & Co. for defendant. 


_ City Bank v. Dresser.—This was an application for further 
time, and one month’s time was consented to. 

Solicitors, Paine & Layton. } 

Re National Savings Bank Association (Limited).—This 
was a summons taken out by the official liquidator that Mr. 
George William Brady, who had been the solicitor and clerk 
of the company, should deliver his bill of costs, give u 
papers in his possession upon which he claimed a lien, an 
also to render an account of all his dealings and transactions 
with the company. On the part of the defendant it was said 
that the only question was one of time, because Mr. Brady 

been solicitor to the company for ten years, that he had 
expended money for the company in travelling expenses and 
otherwise, and had never been called upon for an account, 
consequently three months’ time was asked. 

The Crier CLerk.—If you deliver up the documents in 
your possession without prejudice to your lien I will give 
you two months, 

Delivery up of documents agreed to, and two months’ time 
allowed, 

Harrison & Lewis for liquidator. 

Brady & Son for Brady, solicitor. 


Attorney-General vy. Dean of Christchurch,—This was an 
application for the appointment of a receiver of some charity 
estates in the room of the Rev. John Harding, deceased. ‘The 
property was producing £1,260 a-year, and was left for the 
purpose of founding scholarships at Christchurch. It was 
proposed thut one of the prizemen of Christchurch should be 
the receiver, with two sureties to the amount of £2,600. 

Application granted, but to stand adjourned till Tuesday 
hext to bring in recognizances, and an attidavit showing the 
fitness of the proposed sureties. 

Benham & Tindell for applicant. 





Gardner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway. 
Harrison v. Same. Drawbridge v. Same.—This was a re- 
newed application by the plaintiff in the second suit to at- 
tend the proceedings in the first and third suits, and to have, 
under the 128th section of the Act creating the plaintiff's 
mortgage, a separate account of all receipts and payments of 
the Metropolitan Extension, which the company were bound 
to work at 50 per cent.; and that all receipts beyond that 
50 per cent. might be paid into court. 

On the part of the plaintiff it was contended that under 
the old practice, if he could show that he was damaged by 
an order which had been made, he could come in to be ex- 
amined pro interesse suo, and that under the new practice 
application at chambers was substituted. 

The CHIEF CLERK said he could only give liberty to at- 
tend the passing of the receiver’s accounts at the applicant's 
expense, but if a special case of urgency were made out, ap- 
plication could be made to the Vice-Chancellor. 

On the part of the applicant it was stated that such appli- 
cation would certainly be made. 

Walker & Martineau for Gardner and Drawbridge ; Har- 
rison § Beale for Harrison ; Baxter, Rose, § Co. for London, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Company. 


Sept. 5.—Re Continental Gas and Water Company 
(Limited).—This was a summons taken out for time to 
answer affidavits, and to appoint a provisional liquidator of 
the company. It was said that the affidavits had only 
reached the hands of the solicitor that morning, and it was 
also stated that if the matter were adjourned till Monday 
the petitioning creditor would probably be paid off, and 
thus render liquidation unnecessary. 

Application granted. 

Woolf for petitioner; Edwards & Co. for company. 


Re Stanley's Estate.—In this case application was made 
for permission to grant a lease of certain collieries in 
Wales, part of the testator’s estate; and the question 
was what portion of the property should be reserved for 
the reversioner. The question arose under the will of 
Sir Edward Stanley, who directed an accumulation of 
his property for twelve years, during which time in- 
come was to be paid to the widow, and, at the expira- 
tion of that time, she was to take, subject to certain charges. 
The trustees had also power to invest in the purchase of 
real estate, and the income was to be applied in the same 
manner as that of the personal estate. The trustees had 
purchased real estate upon which there were working mines. 
It was submitted for the trustees that the wife would be 
impeachable for waste, and that she came within the pro- 
visions of the Act of Parliament which required three-fourths 
to be set apart for the reversioner. The fact that the trus- 
tees had purchased freehold property upon which there were 
working mines it was contended made no difference. That 
purchase was made by the authority of the Court, but it 
was believed that the Court was not aware at the time it 
made the order of the existence of the working mines. 

On the part of the defendant it was contended that one- 
fourth only should be set apart, upon the ground that the 
trustees had purchased an estate since the testator’s death 
out of the residue of personal estate with mines workin 
upon it, and therefore the wife could not be conside 
tenant for life without impeachment of waste. 

The Cuter CLERK said the testator directed that the 
estate so purchased should be settled in strict settlement 
subject to the same uses, trusts, and provisoes as before 
limited. No doubt, strict settlement would make a tenant 
for life impeachable for waste. He thought there was no 
doubt upon the construction of the will, and agreed with 
the view submitted on behalf of the trustees. 

Application granted. 

Farrer § Co. for trustees; Linklaters § Co. for defendant. 


Re General Estates Company (Limited).—This was an ap- 
plication for the appointment of a provisional liquidator. 
A petition had been presented to wind up the company, 
which would be heard on the 3rd of November next, It 
appeared that the company was formed in July, 1865, that 
they had purchased 266,000 worth of property from their 
managing director, and that there were mortgages upon it 
to the extent of £40,000. A writ of ji. fw. had been issued 
against the company, and the judgment remained unsatistied. 
The company was also indebted to other persons in_ lange 
sums of money on promissory notes of the directors, indorsed 
with the seal of the company. Four of the directors had 
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become bankrupts, and their joint liabilities amounted to 
£100,000, and the present managing director had executed 
a deed of arrangement with his creditors. Although it was 
provided by the deed that a general meeting within the year 
was to be held, such meeting had not been held, and no 
statement of accounts had been furnished to the shareholders. 
The managing director, it was alleged, had been in the habit 
of rigging the market by purchasing shares in fictitious 
names, and keeping the transfers from being registered in 
the company’s books, although those transfers had been exe- 
cuted several months. 

The capital was £250,000 in 12,500 shares, of which 
5,900 had been allotted, £2 per share being payable at the 
time of allotment. A call of £2 per share was made in May 
last, ping f the articles there was only power to make 
another of £1 per share, and that if the whole of the 
ealls were paid there would still be insufficient to meet the 
liabilities of the company. The petitioner was a holder of 
pe shares, and the transfer of them had been duly regis- 
tered. 

The statements of the petitioner were corroborated by affi- 
davits of shareholders holding 700 or 800 shares, The 
urgency of the application was said to be that the contribu- 
tories were liable to be sued for the call, and that if they 
paid their money it would go into the hands of the 
ws director, who was shown, by means of his com- 
pounding with his creditors, not to be in solvent cir- 
cumstances. Of the remaining three directors two were 
stated to be the nominees of the managing director, 
and it was also asked that the managing director might 
account for £7,000, which it was said had come to 
his hands. On the part of the company it was alleged that 
a great many of the statements in the petition were 
altogether false, and that some of the affidavits had only 
been filed that morning, consequently there had been no 
opportunity to reply to them. It was also said that another 
company, who had lent large sums of money to the General 
Estates Company for the purpose of developing valuable 
estates at Balham and Clapham, were prepared to advance 
another £1,000 for the benefit of the company, but that if 
an official liquidator were appointed that advance would 
probably not be made. It was added that Mr. Cocks, the 
petitioner, who gave his address as.of Plaistow, in Essex, 
was not to be found there after diligent inquiry, and that a 
letter addressed to him there had been returned through the 
dead letter office. 

The Cuter CLERK said he did not desire to do anything 
to damage the company, but unless some arrangement were 
made he had heard quite sufficient to induce him to appoint 
a provisional liquidator, but he would adjourn the matter 
for a week, in order to give time to answer the affidevits. 

Treherne & Wolferstan for petitioner; Sewell & Edwards 
for company. 

Re Kumaon and Oude Plantation Company (Limited).— 
In this case there has been an order appointing a liquidator, 
who has given security, and advertisements have been 
issued for creditors to come in and prove. An application 
was now made that the official liquidator might be at liberty 
to abandon the cultivation of four estates in India, and also 
remit the sum of £300 for the purposes of the company. 

There were affidavits from contributories who knew the 
estates, stating that they believed the abandonment of the 
cultivation of the estates would be beneficial to the company. 
It was also stated that the company was a bubble, and tke 
supposed sale of estates a frand on the company. 

The Cuter Crrrk said he was not satisfied with the 
evidence with regard to the abandonment of cultivation, 
but he would give liberty to remit the £300. The other 
part of the application must stand adjourned for a week. 

Tilleard § Co. for the applicants. 


Re New Zealand Banking Company (Limited).—This was 
a summons adjourned from last week, taken out for leave 
to be given to the Bank of Hindustan, the plaintiffs in 
a suit against the New Zealand Banking Company (Limited), 
to file interrogatories, On the 10th of July an order was 
made by Mr. Hawkins, giving leave to amend the bill. 
That amended bill was fled on the 14th of August, and 
counsel now advised that interrogatories should be filed, 
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for which purpose it was necessary to ask the leave of the 
Court. On the part of the defendants it was urged that it | 
was distinctly understood when the order was made that 
before the matter was again brought before Mr. Hawkins he | 
should see the amended bill, he having desired counsel's 


opinion to be taken. Mr. Hawkius had not seen the bill, 
and counsel's opinion had not been taken. There was also, 
it was alleged, a doubt on the Chief Clerk’s mind as to 
whether the matter should go on or not. 

The Cuier CuerK said that interrogatories were ancillary 
to filing a bill, and the application was granted, notwith. 
standing that the time had expired ; the interrogatories to be 
filed by the 10th of September. : 

Flux § Argles for pjaintifis ; Mackenzie for defendants. 


Re National Savings Bank Association (Limited).—This 
was an application, on behalf of the official liquidator of the 
company, that an action brought by Mr. Brady, who was 
the solicitor and clerk of the company, against a debtor to 
the company in respect of a bill of exchange for £500, drawn 
by the company, dated the 19th of March, 1866, and accepted 
by one Brewster, should be stayed, and the costs of the 
action paid to the official liquidator. It was said that the 
debt was not due to Brady but to the company, and that the 
debtor was quite prepared to pay the debt to the company, 
and that on that very morning the action had been stayed at 
law by the Lord Chief Baron. 

The Cuter CLERK made an order that upon payment of 
the amount of the bill of exchange, and costs to the official 
liquidator, the action be stayed, subject to any question of 
lien by Mr, Brady. The bill and securities to be delivered 
up without prejudice. 

Solicitors, Harrison § Lewis ; Somerville ; and Brady. 

Re Overend, Gurney, § Co. (Limited).—This was an appli- 
cation under the 61st section of the General Orders, and the 
151st section of the Companies Act, 1862, for the appoint- 
ment of two members of the committes of supervision 
(Messrs. Kingscote and Grissell) as representatives of tho 
shareholders, in order that they might be enabled to appear 
before the Court on any proceedings. 

The Cute¥ CLERK said nothing could be done in their ab- 
sence, because they had been appointed by the share- 
holders. 

To this it was replied that the members of the committee 
of supervision had been told that they had no legal status, 
and they wanted their position authoritatively recognised in 
the same manner as was that of the official liquidators. 

After considerable discussion the Carer CLERK said he 
should make no order upon the summons, but so long as he 
remained the clerk to whom applications were to be made 
he should expect the supervisors to be served with notice of 
proceedings, but he should not think of appointing any two 
out of the three, or, indeed, anyone to fill a character 
different from that to which they had been elected by the 
shareholders in general meeting. 

The same solicitors appeared as on the previous 
occasions, 

Re International Contract Company (Limited)—In. this 
case Mr. James, the liquidator, said he had an application 
to make of a very pressing nature. The International Con- 
tract Company had contracted with the province of New 
Brunswick and Nova Scotia for the construction of two 
railways. The agreement was that both those lines should 
be commenced in June last. The evidence of the officers of 
the company was that on those contracts there would be a 
profit estimated as to one of them at £150,000, and as to 
another £200,000. 

A bill was drawn in Nova Scotia on the company here, or 
its bankers, and it matured on the 10th of last month. It 
was not paid, but was returned by the mail of Saturday last, 
which would arrive probably on Sunday next in Halifax, 
and then would be announced its non-payment. It seemed 
from the correspondence that the government out there had 
gone so far as to give notice of the termination of the con- 
tracts upon certain grounds, which, upon the face of them, 
did not seem to hold good. It was feared that if the bill 
were so returned, without anything further being done, the 
government would take advantage of that, and whatever 
value was attaching to the contracts would be lost. He was 
informed that some of the principal creditors were most 
anxious that a remittance should be made of the amount of the 
bill, and further sums if the contracts were not disposed of be- 
fore the spring, which would probably involve an expendi- 
ture of £8,000 or £9,000 upon the works. There was 4 
 agenan oct that all that would be lost if the contract should 

« vacated, although, perhaps, there would not be diffi- 
culty in making an arrangement with the Government for 
a return of actual outlay. There seemed also likely to be 
an arrangement made for taking over the contracts ; and 
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therefore it was desired to raise the necessary funds in order 
to meet that difficulty. He proposed to put the facts which 
he had stated in the shape of an affidavit, and then ask the 
Chief Clerk to make the order. 

The Cu1z¥ CLERK.—Take out a summons for Friday sup- 
ported by the affidavit you have mentioned. 

Mr. James.—It will be necessary, if you permit the re- 
mittance to be made, to obtain an advance, for the liqui- 
dators have not yet received enough ; and a telegram must 
be sent in anticipation of the mail to be in Halifax on 
Saturday. 

The CuteF CLERK.—Very well, adjourn it till Friday. 

Re Birmingham Banking Company (Limited ).—In this 
case it appeared that the Birmingham Banking Company 
was indebted to the London and Westminster Bank in a sam 
of £106,214 on a cash account. There was a further liabili 
of £193,647 on bills which had been endorsed by the B 
in the ordinary way of business. There had also been bills 
deposited with the London and Westminster Bank to cover 
liabilities to the amount of £151,642. There were also title 
deeds, as further security, amounting to £51,100, which 
were the subject of the present application, An affidavit 
had been made showing that it was very important to get 
the deeds, in order to realise the property comprised in them, 
and application was made to the London and Westminster 
Bank to know on what terms they would deliver them up. 
They had agreed to do so for £40,000, to be received in dis- 
charge of their heavy claims ; and it was now asked that the 
official liquidator be authorized to pay that £40,000, and 
obtain the deeds. 

The Cuter CLERK acceeded to the application. 

On three other summonses compositions with debtors were 
sanctioned. 

Solicitors, Dale & Stretton ; Chilton § Co. 


Sept. 6.—Macrae v. Cacher Tea Company (Limited).—In 
this case a bill was filed for the specific performance of a 
contract to purchase some tea estates in India. It was 
alleged that they were becoming jungle ; that the interroga- 
tories reached 133 folios, and one month’s time was asked to 
answer, and it was allowed. 

Elmslie § Co. for plaintiff; Tatham § Co. for defendants. 


Re English Joint-Stock Bank (Limited).—This is a volun- 
tary winding-up,. and a notice had been given of a meeting 
for a call. A summons was taken out to substitute the 
name of the transferror for that of the transferree as a contri- 
butory, the shares having been transferred before the wind- 
ing-up order. 

The Curer CLERK suggested that the matter should 
stand over for an arrangement to be made with the liqui- 
dator, if there was a bond fide case to litigate, so that a 
call might not be enforced during the vacation. 

The suggestion was acceded to, and the matter stood 
adjourned till the 1st of November. 

Crosley § Burn for applicant. 

Lawrence, Plews, & Boyer, for liquidator. 


Re Warder, Infants—This was a renewed application for 
the appointment of a guardian for the four infant children 
of the late Dr. Alfred William Warder, who committed 
suicide at Brighton. The affidavit of Miss Gunning giving 
the dates of the births of the children was read, as also one 
from the Rev. William oo, the paternal uncle of the 
infants, on behalf of himself, his wife, and others, stating 
that they believed the proposed appointment of Miss 
Gunning would be beneficial, and that they approved of the 
steps which had already been taken. There was another 
affidavit from H, Ridgard Bagshawe, Esq., Q.C., St. Helen’s- 
road, Swansea, County Court Judge of Circuit No. 31, 
which stated that he known Miss Gunning for forty 
years, and approved of her appointment. Mr. Peake stated 
that he had received a letter from Mr. Bagshawe suggesting 
the expediency of a change of name on the part of the 
infants, and the solicitor stated that the matter had been 
under consideration, but was beset with difficulties. 

The application was granted, subject to the approval of 
the judge. 

Palmer, Nettleship, § Oo., for applicant. 


Mr. Peaxr, Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s chief clerk, will be 
relieved in the discharge of those arduous duties \ehich he 
has performed since the Courts rose for the vacation, on the 
ISth of the present month, and he will be succeeded by Mr. 
Alfred Hall and staif. ; 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner WINSLOW.) 

Aug. 30.—Jn re Horris.—This was an application on 
behalf of a creditor for an order, dismissing the petition filed 
by the bankrupt, on the ground of misdescription. 

Brough appeared in support of the application, and 
Braham (solicitor) contra. 

The bankrupt had carried on the business of a licensed 
victualler at Newington Butts. Over the door of his 
premises the name Benjamin Harris was painted, and upon 
the lamp in front of the house the name Peter Harris ap- 

eared. The bankrupt had been sued in the name of Peter 
oars Harris, and had defended the action to judgment. 
me his petition he described himself i 
t) 


For the bankrupt it was contended that the omission was 
immaterial, and that there had been no intention to deceive, 

Mr. Commissioner WiNsLow.—In cases of petitions filed 
by bankrupts it is important that they describe themselves 
by all the names by which they are known or which they 
may have adopted, so that there be no possibility of mis- 
leading a creditor. Here there is a clear omission. The 
Court is reluctant, in cases where there are assets, to dismiss 
a petition upon the application of one creditor only, but 
this bankrupt does not surrender anything in the shape of 
property. The petition must be dismissed. 

Solicitor for the applicant, C. Robertson. 

(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 

Sept. 3.—Jn re a disputed adjudication.—The debtors had 
executed a deed of arrangement which was duly assented to 
and registered, but since registration a petition in bankruptcy 
was presented and adjudication made thereunder. Notice 
to dispute the adjudication was then given, the points upon 
which issue was taken being the act of bankruptcy and the 
petitioning creditor's debt. 

Doria for the petitioning creditor. 

Bagley for the debtors. 

The attendance of the petitioning creditor, who was a 
foreign banker, had, in the first instance, been dispensed 
with by order of the Court, upon an affidavit of his solicitor, 
setting forth, that his business engagements were such as to 
sare his personal attendance. The matter had previously 

een before Commissioners Holroyd and Winslow, and all 
parties consenting, it was now arranged that it should stand 
over until the return of Mr. Commissioner Winslow, from 
his vacation. A question then arose as to the payment of 
the costs. The petitioning creditor was not present, and 
Bagley submitted that he ought to bear the costs of the day, 
as he ought to have been in attendance, for the purpose of 
being examined if necessary, notice having been given to 
him that his debt would be disputed. 

Doria for the petitioning creditor, said that the debtors 
in the schedule filed by them under the deed had admitted 
the claim. He contended that the Court would not there- 
fore award costs against the petitioning creditor, who was 
not present by a mere slip. 

Mr. Commissioner GoULBURN said that prima facie the 
petitioning creditor was in default, as he ought to have been 
in attendance for examination, his debt having been disputed. 
The petitioning creditor must pay the cost of the adjourn- 
ment, but with leave to him to apply to vary the order 
when the matter should again come before the Court. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Pgrys). 


Sept. 4.—Hzx parte Belay; Re Pollard.—A creditor held 
two mortgages ; the property comprised in one of them had 
Deen sold and caine a surplus, but a deficiency had resulted 


as Benjamin Harris 


upon sale of the patly comprised in the second mortgage. 


The creditor applied the surplus upon the one sale in redue- 
tion of the deficiency on the other, and sought to prove for 
the balance with interest down to the date of the realisation 
of the property, which took place nine months after the 
bankruptcy. 

The proof was resisted by the assignee in person ; first, 
on the ground that the creditor had no right to retain the 
surplus on the first mortgage in reduction of the deficiency 
on the second ; secondly, that the caleulation of interest 
ceased at the date of the bankruptcy. 

Chidley cited Selby v. Pomfret, 9 W. R. 398, in sup- 
port of his contention that the creditor was entitled to apply 
the surplus on his first mortgage in satisfaction of his pi 
security ; and he contended that the creditor had a right to 
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charge interest nst the mortgaged property until its 
realisation, sebetiieieading the bankruptcy. 

The RecistTRAR, after consulting Mr. Commissioner Goul- 
burn, decided in favour of the creditor upon both points 
and admitted the proof. 


JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 
(Before Mr. Justice Luvs.) 

Aug. 30.—Magnus v. Fenings.—This was an application 
on the part of the plaintiff to recover costs in an action in 
the Queen’s Bench on a bill of exchange under £20, the 
plaintiff and defendant residing within twenty miles of each 
other, within the limits of the City of London Small Debts 
Act. 

Mr. Emanuel appeared for the plaintiff, and Mr. W. J. 
Paterson for the defendant, On the part of the defendant 
it was urged that the plaintiff and defendant residing within 
twenty miles of each other, the action should have been 
brought in the county court, the County Courts Act ex- 
pressly depriving a plaintiff of his costs in the Queen’s Bench 
in actions under £20. 

Mr. Emanuel, for the plaintiff, contended if it were an 
action for goods sold and delivered the plaintiff would be de- 
prived of costs, but in an action ona bill of exchange the 
case was different. The Bills of Exchange Act was passed 
after the City of London Small Debts Act, and there was no 
provision in the latter Act which would deprive the plaintiff 
of costs in an action on a bill of exchange. The County 
Courts Act referred to actions on bills, and deprived the 
plaintiff cf costs in an action under £20 when brought in 
the superior courts; but the City of London Small Debts 
Court was not a county court, and no provision had been 
made in its special Act to extend to it the clause of the 
County Court Act relative to costs in an action on a bill of 
exchange. In the case of Healey v. Johns, 6 W. R. 261, 
Mr. Lush had endeavoured to deprive the plaintiff of costs 
in a similar case, but his arguments were overruled. 

His Lordship held that the City of London Small Debts 
Court was not a county court, and no provision was made in 
its special Act to deprive the plaintiff of costs on a bill of 
exchange in an action in the Queen’s Bench under £20, and 
made an order for plaintiff to recover costs, which are twice 
the amount of the debt. 

(The decision of the learned Judge seems to conflict with 
Harris v. Swinburn, 12 W. R. 978. In Healey v. Johns 
the defendant did not appear, and judgment having been 
signed by default, the Court proceeded on the express words 
of section 1 of the Bills of Exchange Act.—Ep. S. J.] 


ASSIZE INTELLIGENCE. 
Home Crecvit, 
(Before Mr. Justice W1LLEs and a Special Jury.) 

Aug. 14.—The Glamorganshire Coal and Iron Company v. 
Irvine.—The trial of this case, which took up the greater 
part of yesterday, was continued to-day. It was one of ten 
actions against shareholders for calls, in which the defendant 
set up fraud as a defence—that is, he pleaded that he was 
induced to become a shareholder by the fraud and misrepre- 
sentation of the plaintiff, 

M. Chambers, Q.C., J. Brown, Q.C., 4. Tayler, and Gates, 
were for the plaintiffs. Prentice, Q.C., Sir George Honyman, 
Q.C., and Day, were for the defendant. 

The company was formed in June last year for the working 
of a coal and iron mine, The prospectus stated that the esti- 
mated quantity of coal was 7,000,000 tons; that the value 
of the mine was above £48,000; that the probable annual 
produce of coal would be 93,000 tons; that the profit from 
coal alone would be about £14,000 a year, and from iron 
£12,700; and that there would be a minimum dividend of 
10 per cent., payable half-yearly, all of which it was said 
would appear lon the reports of engineers who were 
referred to as having ‘‘fully reported upon” the mine. 
The case for the defence was in substance that these re- 
presentations were false and fraudulent, and that, in a 
word, the whole concern was a swindle; that the 
mine was worth nothing, and could not be worked but at a 
loss ; and that the only thing about it worth anything was 
the “plant,” which was worth £2,000. A committee of 
investigation had reported that the quantity of coal was not 
7,000,000 tons, but 1,500,000, and the evidence for the de- 
fence was that the coal was not worth raising, or that the 
profit would be inconsiderable. That, in point of fact, the 
profit from coal had merely been a few hundreds, instead of 
nearly twice a8 many thousands, and that none at all had 
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been made from iron. That it was impossible, therefore, 
that there could be any dividend, and that, on the con 

the directors had got the concern enormously into debt, and 
that it was in reality insolvent; that £10,000 had been paid 
to the attorneys for getting it up, and that the only parties 
who had derived any profit from the company were the at- 
torneys and their friends the directors ; and that the attorneys 
had paid some of the directors for their services; that 
‘‘dummy ” shareholders had been got up to a large amount; 
and that by such means the shares had been worked up toa 
fictitious value, when in reality they were worth nothing, 

The evidence on the part of the defence was concluded this 
morning. 

Chambers then submitted that there was no case in 
support of the plea of fraud. First, he insisted that even 
if there had been fraud on the part of any of the directors, 
that did not bind the company, employers not being liable 
for the fraud of their agent or servants. Next, he iy 
that there was no evidence of fraud, because, in the 
place, it was not proved that the prospectus was not framed 
upon the reports referred to; and, in the next place, it had 
appeared already that to a great extent it was so; and, 
further, it was not proved that these reports were known to 
be false; and that, on the other hand, in the absence of any 
evidence to the contrary, it must be presumed that they 
were honest; that, therefore, the directors were justified in 
relying upon them, and that the whole case of fraud broke 

own. 

The learned Judge, however, without calling upon the 
counsel for the defendant, overruled these objections, and 
declined to stop the case. <As to the first point, he re- 
ferred to a case before the House of Lords, in which it was 
laid down in an elaborate judgment by Lord St. Leonards, 
that a company which had, in fact, adopted and taken 
advantage of a contract made by its agent fraudulently, 
were to be deemed in law so far affected by the fraud, 
that it could be set up as a defence. Then, as for the 
een whether there was fraud, he could not say that 

ere was not evidence of it, and it wonld be for the jury 
to determine the question upon the whole of the evidence. 

The case for the company, in answer to the defence set 
up on the ground of fraud, was then gone into, 

The learned judge, in summing-up, told the jury that if 
any fraud had been practised on the defendant, he had, 
in his opinion, repudiated the shares within a reasonable 
time. The defendant was bound to prove the existence of 
moral fraud. It is a fraud to state things which are untrue 
for the purpose of gain, whether the statement be made with 
a knowledge of the untruth or with a reckless disregard of 
whether it be true or not, with the intention of misleading 
another person ; and any person so misled is justified in re- 
pudiating a contract within a reasonable time after discovery 
of the fraud, if he have taken no benefit underit. Further, 
a company is not answerable for the fraud of directors 
acting individually and not at the board ; but, on the other 
hand, a company cannot enforce 4 contract obtained by the 
fraud of its agents. In this case it was said that a body of 
directors ought not to be stigmatized as fraudulent, but if the 
defendant had made out a case requiring explanation, that 
explanation should have come from those against whom the 
charges of fraud had been made. None of the promoters had 
been called, and only one of the directors who were present 
at the first meeting of the board; and not one of the com- 
mittee appointed to allot the shares, The main question 
for the jury was, whether the prospectus contained fraudu- 
lent. statements, for if it did, and was issued by the 
directors, there could be little doubt that the defendant had 
been influenced by it. As to the yield of coal, none of the 
engineers called came up to the figure of 7,000,000 tons 
given in the prospectus except Mr. Davison, who was not 
a mining engineer, Neither of the two other engineers sent 
to view the mine by the promoters had been called. Re- 
specting the iron, also, statements were made which were, 
to say the least, curious. The value of the lease was the 
subject of very conflicting evidence, The security for the 
guaranteed dividend turned out to be a personal covenant 
only. All these things must be considered by the jury. The 
questions to be decided were whether the company, through 


its directors, had issued a fraudulent prospectus, and whe- 

ther the defendant had repudiated the shares within a reason- 

able time after discovering the fraud, without taking any 

advantage under his ownership. 

| The jury, after some deliberation, returned a verdict for 
the defendant. 
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GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Sir,—I shall feel obliged by any of your readers enlighten- 
ing me on the following point :—Can a trustee once re- 
nouncing his trust*again be appointed under the power of 
appointment in the will, and take to the trust ? 

AN ARTICLED CLERK. 





BARRISTERS AND THEIR FEES. 

Sir,—I ask your permission to re-open the discussion of 
this matter, which formed the subject of some remarks in 
the journal of the 11th ult. Myself, a junior barrister, like 
many of my tribe, a sufferer by reason of the nonpayment of 
my fees; and having, moreover, but my profession to depend 
upon for subsistence, I may be allowed to utter a word or 
two as to how I feel when, having sold and marted my 
brains for gold—having coined (as I hoped) into drachmas 
the fruits of God's gifts to me of thought and speech, made 
better, as best I could, by laborious industry—when, in a 
word, having done the work entrusted to me, I am 
left to wait for payment until it suits = 4 employer's 
perfect convenience. I desire to speak with all respect 
of the attorney profession. No one who has had con- 
fidential relations with them but sees and admires the 
zeal with which they, as a class, devote their best 
energies to their clients’ interests. I can myself from 
knowledge speak of health broken down in the discharge of 
professional duty—of everything being put aside, even the 
possibility of reputation suffering, that full justice may be 
done to the client ; and it is because I honour the attorney 
profession that I would advocate the cessation of a practice 
which is a dishonour to that profession. What barrister can 
appeal to the Law Institution, or any similar institution, a 
body of attorneys, ‘‘to bring to bear upon any peccant 
client the weight of the public opinion of an honourable 
wofession,” and hope that so troublesome a customer as he 
fa proved himself to be will be resorted to by the profession 
again? Rather the public opinion of a// honourable men 
may be resorted to that an end may be put to a system as 
unfair as it is unjust. 

What is the Vogal sition of an attorney? He is one 
who is put in the place, stead, or turn of another, to 
manage his proceedings in a cause. Formerly every 
suitor was obli to appear in person, to prosecute or 
defend his suit (Steph. Com. iii. 351, 2nd ed.). What 
is the legal position of a barrister? He can maintain 
no action for his fees, unless, indeed, under an express 
contract (8 Q.B. 935), fees being given, not asa salary or hire, 
but as a mere gratuity, which a counsellor cannot demand 
without doing wrong to his reputation (Steph. Com. wt ante 
355). It is asold as ‘‘ Croke Charles” that for an attorney’s 
fees an action of debt lies against his employer. The result 
of all this is simply to make the discharge of the obligation 
to the barrister a debt of honour, Tae practically is 
it discharged?. Rigidly, with men in large practice 
and of great reputation ; rigorously, with men whose 
services it is considered of advantage to gain, or (what is of 
little less consequence), to prevent the other side from having. 
Here, with Mr. Serjeant Snubbin (‘‘ numerous little bundles 
of papers tied with red tape; and an expedition fee paid with 
all of em”), and the like—much will have more—unfailingly 
the fee comes with the brief. But not so with poor Mr. 
Phunky (‘* kept down by want of means, or interest, or coa- 
nexion, or impudence, as the case might be”); briefs are 
sent to him in the full certainty that he will take the work 
and do it and wait for the money, rather than offend an at- 
torney : aye, more, briefs are sent to him with the most en- 
tire indifference as to his having to make the hardest 
struggle put upon a man, the etfort of a man of honourable 
feeling to preserve his honour and his self-respect in a battle 
with narrow means. I speak of not only my own éxperience 
but also of that of others when I say that it is rare for a 
junior barrister to be paid his fees beforehand, <3 the proper 


and honourable course is, until he has arrived st the rank in | 


his profession when his services are in such demand that he 
cannot afford time to unrewarded work. 
lying over for months and months, and the result of asking 
for them at last bein 
money,” and to have the attorney's future business taken 
elsewhere, I ean speak of applying for fees long since paid 
by the wealthy and liniourtble and successful party to the 
solicitor, and applying so often in vain that L have beeome 
ashamed of the oflice of a dun, But 1 can speak too of at- 








I can speak of fees | 
! found to encourage vexatious actions, by the statutes 21 


to be described as ‘grasping for | 
: by an arbitrary rule, fined as the smallest amount of 


torneys acting with fairness, with consideration, and with 
honour, yet I regret they are not the rule but the exception. 
You, sir, the organ of the solicitors, take their part in your 
remarks in No. 41, but in fairness let the voice of the junior 
bar reach their ears, and let them consider whether they pro- 
tect and foster the honour and integrity of a body in whom 
they have to confide deeply, whether they — and pre- 
serve the dignity and respect of their own body by even a 
single instance of the violation of an appropriate and well- 
founded regulation fixing the relations between the two 


branches of the profession. 
An Int-paArp Juntor BARRISTER. 





Sir,—In'‘answer to ‘‘ Alpha”—1. In Ridson v. Stordy, 3 
Sm. & Giff. 230, 3 W. R. 627, it was decided by Vice-Chan- 
cellor Stuart, that a devise to trustees in trust for an alien 
is incapable of taking effect either for the benefit of the alien 
or the Crown, and that the beneficial interest resulted to the 
heir of the testator. But in the case of Barrow v. Wadkin, 
24 Beav. 1, 5 W. R. 695, the Master of the Rolls entirely 
dissented from the rule as laid down by Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart, and quoting Burgess y. Wieate, 1 Eden, 177, as his 
authority, held that there being a cestui que trust who could 
take, but not hold, the Crown decame beneficially entitled. 
A distinction has been, however, taken by Lewin, in his 
learned work on Trusts, that where a trust is perfected in 
favour of an alien, the Crown may be entitled ; yet where a 
trust in favour of an alien is not in esse but only in fiert and 
executory, the Court will do ne act to give it to the Crown in 
right of the alien. 

2. In the case of Garrard +. Lauderdale, 3 Sm. 1, 2 Russ, 
& Myl. 451, it was decided that though a debtor creates a 
trust in favour of creditor, he may revoke such trust, even 
after it has been communicated to the creditors, provided 
that the creditors on such communication, and in conse- 
quence thereof, have done no acts which, in the eyes of the 
law, would be viewed as a consideration, moving from them 
and binding the debéor to his trust. The real nature of the 
trust is an arrangement made by a debtor for his own per- 
sonal convenience and accommodation—for the payment of 
his own debts ix an order prescribed by himself, over which 
he retains power and control, and with respect to which the 
creditors can have no right to complain, inasmuch as they 
are not injured by it, they waive no right of action, and are 
not executing parties to it, See Acton v. Woodgate, 2 My. & 
K. 492; Biron v. Mount, 24 Beav. 642; Steele v. ae 
8 Moo. P. C. C. 445. A. 


Sir,—In your issue of August 25th is contained a short 
topic,-where you have apparently taken a decided view 
with regard to the practice of the judges in refusing to tell 
juries the amount of damages which will carry costs. It is 
submitted, however, that though technically the subject is 
not altogether free from doubt, that view of the law on the 
point which one unlearned in the law would naturally take 
should prevail in the conflict or absence of direct authority. 
In holding the opinion you have expressed, you are strongly 
supported by the practice of the majority of the judges; on 
the other hand, we have the opposite course pursued by one 
of our most eminent and learne.! judges, Chief Justice Erle, 
in the case of Atthill v. Soman, tried at Norwich. Amidst 
this conflict of authority to lay down any rale would be 
presumption, but it may be of advantage to discuss the 
arguments, technical or otherwise, which present them- 
selves, pro. and con. On the one hand, those who hold 
that the judges are a in refusing to tell the juries what 
amount of damages will carry costs, assert that the jury sits 
merely to assess the actual damages—that costs are not an 
essential element in the question of damages. On the 
other hand, the upholders of the practice pursued by 
Chief Justice Erle argue thus:— The first statute 
as to costs, the Statute of Gloucester, 6 Edward 1, c. 1, 
enacted that the plaintiff in all actions in which he shonld 
recover dainages, however small, against the defendant 
should also recover his costs of swit. Primd facie and 
originally the smallest amount of damages in favour of the 

laintiff would carry costs. This enactment having been 





James, 1, c. 16, and 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24, forty shillings was, 
damages which would carry costs, From this it would 
appear that the original rule having been that any amount 
of damages would carry costs, on the alteration ef this rule 
the orés of informing the jury of that alteration ought to be 
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thrown on the judges, whose duty it is to inform the jury 
ofthe law. And if it be alleged that since every man is 
presumed to be acquainted with the law, therefore the 
jury ought to have known the rule, it is submitted that this 
fiction of law is only applicable in the case where a party in 
a suit sets up the excuse, and not in a case where a body of 
men sit as guasi-judges. 

Having discussed the contested point with reference to 
the legislation on the subject, let us examine the subject 
from a common-sense point of view. To the lawyer as well 
as to the layman nothing is so notorious as that the simple 
costs of a plaintiff in a suit, in the vast majority of cases, far 
exceed the amount of damages recovered. To hold, therefore, 
apart from technical rules, if any, that the costs are not an 
element, and a most essential element, of the damages in- 
curred by an offending party, is to ignore a patent and 
serious fact—it reminds one of the story told of the theorist 
who, when it was peinted out to him that certain facts con- 
tradicted his theory, exclaimed, ‘‘So much the worse for the 
facts.” A simple illustration will show the practical injustice 
done by the refusal—or, to put it more strongly, the neglect 
—of a judge to inform the jury of the amount of damages 
necessary to carry costs. A state of facts may exist where a 
jury feels that though the piaintiff had a right to bring the 
action, yet that he might have easily settled the matter out 
of the court, and that there are circumstances to show that 
in the assertion of his right he had acted in a vexatious 
manner. Suppose, therefore, that the jury, ignorant of the 
forty shilling limit, and thinking that damages under £5 
would not carry costs, as is at present the rule in some cases, 
under the Common Law Procedure Act of 1860, find a ver- 
dict, say of £3 for the plaintiff, intending that the plaintiff 
shall pay his own costs. Can anyone deny that in this case 
substantial injustice is done to the defendant from the sheer 
ignorance of the jury of the existence of an arbitrary rule? 

No doubt it will be contended tha‘ costs should not be 
viewed as a punishment. But it would be vain to deny that 
practically, costs are the heaviest part ‘ma suit; and if we 
are to judge by the analogy of the rule in squity, costs must 
be considered a part of the means by Yhich the great 
maxim, Interest reipublice ut sit finis litivm is enforced. 
Finally, then, whatever may be the present rule on the sub- 
ject, it is submitted that if a uniform rule were established 
that the judges should, asa part of their summing-up the 
case, tell the jury the amount of damages which will 
carry costs, besides adding certainty to the law, the ends 
of substantial justice would be best attained. 

Dera. 

[Our correspondent will find this question again referred 
to in our present number.—Eb. S. 7A 





_ Sir,—Will you oblige by inserting the following queries 
in your paper :— 

1. Suppose £1,000 to be given to A., B., and C., in such 
shares as their father shall appoint, and in default of ap- 
pointment to them equally, what will be the effect of the 
father appointing £900 to A.; then, by a second appoint- 
ment, the remaining £100 to B., leaving C. nothing ¢ 

2. What is the difference between a trust for the payment 
of debts and legacies cut of real estate, and a mere charge of 
them on that estate ? X. Y. Z. 





Sir, —An evening journal, one of whose many blunders on 
legal subjects you exposed on Saturday last, no doubt holds to 
Mr. Stuart Mill’s opinion that “ the philosophy of reasoning, 
to be complete, ought to comprise the theory of bad as well 
as of good reasoning.” But it would do well to take heed to 
the following remark of Lord Bacon’s:—‘*‘ It is a strange 
thing to behold what gross errors and extreme absurdities 
men do commit for want of a friend to tell them of them.” 

JUNIUS, 








“TuE WispoM or our Ancesronrs.”—This is a phraso in 
constant use by writers and speakers: but the few rather than 
the many know that for it we are indebted to that man whom 
Lord Brougham, in his “ Historical Sketches of Statesmen,” 
describes as “ the commanding intellect, the close reasoner, who 
could overpower other men’s understanding by the superior force 
of his own”’—Sir William Grant. It was first used in the 
memorable debate on Sir Samuel Romilly’s proposal to make 
men’s real property subject to the payment of all their debts. 

Since the passing of the Cattle Act the number of cases per 
week has diminished from 15,000 to 160. p 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE, 


DISTRICT COURT. 
KELLOGG v, CoNKLIN. 
A broker cannot recover commissions on a sale voidable for 
Fraud, or failure of any essential condition. 

A rule for a new trial. 

Judgment by Hare, J.—I have just said commissions 
cannot in general be recovered unless there is a valid sale 
capable of being enforced by both parties and resulting in a 
debt due or owing for the price. It follows that when the 
sale is voidable for fraud, or the failure of any essential con- 
dition, and is actually avoided, the broker by whom it was 
negotiated cannot claim the reward for a service that has 
not actually been performed. In the present instance the 
assent of the defendant was given on the express condition 
that the bonds of the Cleveland and Ohio railroad, offered by 
the purchaser, should be a good and sufficient security for 
the purchase-money; and the plaintiff, who resided in New 
York and made the sale there, undertook to ascertain their 
value before consummating the transaction. His inquiries, 
though probably made in good faith, seem to have led him 
into error, for,the — came not long afterwards to 
this city, confessed that the bonds were worthless, and agreed 
that the contract should be rescinded and the goods restored, 
It was said that this was res inter alios, and not evidence 
against the plaintiff ; and it is no doubt true that the parties 
to a sale cannot deprive the broker of his commissions, by 
agreeing that it shall be set aside, where there is no inherent 
invalidity and the contract would be binding unless dissolved 
by mutual consent. And it may be that their declarations 
of the ground of the rescission are not evidence as against 
him, if standing alone and without the aid of other testi- 
mony. But the missing link was supplied by a deposition 
taken by the plaintiff, and put in evidence by the defendant, 
which left little doubt of the worthlessness of the bonds. 
On the weight of the evidence, therefore, the case ought to 
go to another jury; and this saves the necessity of deciding 
whether the failure of the plaintiff to prove that he was duly 
licensed as a broker under the Act of Congress, was a good 
defence to the action; although it would seem that in order 
to entitle the defendant to resist a recovery on this ground 
he should, agreeably to the case of Chadwick v. Collins, 
2 Casey, 138, have shown that the pees was acting gene- 
rally as a broker, and made the sale in that capacity, and 
not merely under a specific contract with r to the goods 
in question. The rule for a new trial is made absolute. 


CIRCUIT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES—DIS- 
TRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS.* 
Lorine v. MARSH. 

The Circuit Courts of the United States can exercise equity 
jurisdiction only as given by Act of Congress, and have no 
powers over charities such as is administered by the English 
Chancery, as representing the sovereign as parens patrie. 

CLIFFORD, J.—The Courts of the United States cannot exer- 
cise any equity powers except such as are conferred by Act of 
Congress, and those judicial powers which the High Court of 
Chancery in England exercised under its judicial capacity asa 
court of equity, possessed and exercised at the time of the for- 
mation of the Constitution of the United States. Powers not 
jucicial, exercised by the Chancellor as the representative 
of the sovereign, and by virtue of the King’s prerogative as 
porers patric, are not possessed by the circuit courts: 
Fountvin v. Ravenel, 17 How. 390. The Supreme Court holds 
that the prerogative power belonging to the Sovereign has not 
been delegated to the Federal Government, but remains in 
the severel States, and is to be exercised according to the 
laws and usages prevailing in the several States; conse- 
quently, whenever, by reason of citizenship or otherwise, a 
cause is brought before the Federal tribunals involving the 
validity of a vequest or devise to charitable uses, the ques- 
tion to be considered always is whether it would be held 
valid or not in ihe courts of the State. Numerous decisions 
of the Supreme Court assert this doctrine, and it has been 
the uniform cours: of the Court : Philadelphia Baptist Asso- 
ciation v. Hart's Executor, 4 Whea. 1; Beatty v. Ricker, 2 
Pet. 266; Inglis v. Sailors’ Snug Harbour, 3 Pet. 99; 
Wheeler y. Smith, 9 Wow. 55. The State decisions cited for 
the principal respondent show beyond controversy that the 

* From the Boston Monthiy Law Reporter, Vol. XXVII, No.7. 
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equitable jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of the State is 
established over charities in its broadest application, that 
the Statute of Elizabeth is part of the common law of the 
State, and that it is the settled course of judicial decisions 
that a devise of property to charitable uses will be upheld. 





FRANCE. 
Crvin Court, Paris, 

An action brought by M. Littolff, a musical composer, 
against M. Carvalho, director of the Théatre Lyrique, has 
just been heard. In November, 1864, M. Carvalho received 
from M. Littolff the score of an opera entitled Nahel, which 
had been brought out at Baden during the previous season, 
and at the same time engaged, under a forfeit of £240, to 
produce it at his theatre by the 1st wr ce 1865. The 

iece, however, not having been up to the present time per- 
ormed, M. Littolif claims the payment of the £240 as 
damages, and at the same time asks for the return of his 
work. The composer and the impresario had, however, 
a 8 that certain scenic modifications in the libretto, 
which was by MM. Favre and Plouvier, should be made to 
adapt the piece to the theatre in Paris, which is of much 
larger dimensions and importance than that of Baden ; and 
M. Carvalho, in his defence, declared that if the opera has 
not yet been performed, the fault lay with M. Littolff, who 
has not yet caused those changes to be made by the authors. 
The director added that he was quite ready to perform the 
opera as soon as the alterations were effected. The Court 
consequently gave a verdict for the defendant, and con- 
demned M. Littolff to the payment of costs. 


THE DUKE DE GRAMMONT CADEROUSSE. 

Gift by Will to Medical Attendant.—The Civil Tribunal of 
the Seine has recently given judgment in the suit brought 
by the relations of this deceased nobleman—namely, Mme. 
Paulze d’Ivoy, the Marquis de Précontal, and the Marquis 
de Croix—to obtain the annullation of the will by which he 
left his fortune almost entirely to a medical man named 
Déclat. The extravagance of the Duke during the first few 
months of his majority had determined his maternal relatives 
—-those on his father’s side being all deceased—to apply to 
the tribunals to have his property placed under the ns who 
stration of a family council, That measure deeply wounded 
the pride of the Duke, and, after having borne with great 
impatience the restraint for some years, he appealed to the 
courts of justice to release him from it, and, having given 
pledges of a return to habits of order and economy, got his 
application acceded to. Against that new judgment the 
family appealed, and the suit was still pending when the 
Duke died, without having recovered the free administration 
of his property. He had passed the winter of 1864—1865 in 
Egypt with the hope of finding some relief from the con- 
sumption which was wasting him away, and during his stay 
in that country he made a will, by which he disinferited in 
express terms his relatives, and showed by his bitter language 
the angry feelings which he entertained against his family. 
By his testament he ordered the payment of certain debts ; 
among others £35,000f. to Prince Paul de Demidoff, 6, 000f. 
to M. de Montgomery for losses on the turf, and a sum of 
50,000f. to Mlle. Schneider, the actress of the Variétés 
Thédtre. The family, however, attacked the will, alleging 
that it was drawn up ab irato as a reprisal for the restraint 
which his relations had imposed on him. There was no 
doubt that the Duke maintained a feeling of animosity 
against his family, but on the other hand his constant friend- 
ship for Dr. Déclat, shown by most intimate letters, might 
seem to justify the character of the will. The Code Napo- 
leon, however, presupposes that the physician, like the con- 
fessor, may exercise an undue influence over his patients, 
and Art. 909 declares that doctors who shall have attended 
a person for the illness of which he dies are incapable of re- 
ceiving any legacy made in their favour during the progress 
of that malady, ‘The question which arose for the Court to 
decide was as to whether Dr. Déclat stood in the relation of 
a physician or a friend to the deceased, and consequently 
Whether the legacy in question came within the meaning of 
that legislative interdiction. The correspondence which had 
passed between the Duke and Dr. Déclat, while the former 
was in Egypt, was of a semi-professional character, and the 
accounts of the deceased showed that sums had been paid to 
the doctor for visits while the Duke de Grammont was in 
Paris. In accordance with the view of the Government law- 
Yepresentative the tribunal annulled the will of the Duke in 





favour of Dr. Déclat. The Tribunal decided that the will 
came fully under the prohibitory clause of the Code Napoleon, 
as explained above. 

Crvit TRIBUNAL OF THE SEINE. 

A man named Moissant brought an action against the 
Paris Omnibus Company, and claimed damages for injuries 
sustained by him from a fall. When descending from the 
roof of one of the vehicles a sudden jolt caused him to lose 
his balance, and he came down heavily and_ sustained 
internal injury. It was, however, proved that the plaintiff 
had not called on the conductor to have the omnibus 
stopped, as he had a right to do, and accordingly the 
Court decided that the whole fault was his own, and that 
he had no claim to damages. The Court in its judgment 
declared that any passenger, whether inside or out, can 
always have an omnibus stopped when necessary. 





OBITUARY. 


JOHN JACKSON BLANDY, Esa. 

Mr. John Jackson Blandy, who died on the 2nd inst. at his 
residence, High-grove, Reading, Berks, in the 72nd year of 
his age, was the senior partner in the well-known firm of 
Blandy & Blandy, solicitors, of Reading. The deceased 
gentleman filled the office of town clerk, which ition he 
had held for many years, and he was also clerk to the justices 
of the borough. In Trinity Term, in the year 1816, he took 
out his certificate. He was a perpetual commissioner to 
administer oaths, a member of the Incorporated Law Society, 
and a member and warm supporter of the Solicitors’ Bene- 
volent Association. The business of the firm is of a very 
extensive character, and the London agents are Messrs. 
Gregory & Rowcliffes. 


Mr. J. FRANCILLON. 

The death of Mr. J. Francillon, the county court judge for 
the Gloucester district, is announced, The deceased gentle- 
man had proceeded to Switzerland for his holiday, and 
whilst at Lausanne he was seized with cholera, which termi- 
nated fatally. Mr. Francillon had held the appointment of 
judge ever since county courts were established, and he was 
also second chairman of the Court of Quarter Sessions. He 
sat at Gloucester only about a fortnight ago, and was absent 
for his holidays. 








COURT PAPERS. 


During the Vacation all applications to the Court of 
Chancery which are of an urgent nature are to be made at 
the chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Sir John Stuart. 

All applications ex parte are to be sent to the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s chambers, accompanied with the brief of counsel, a 
copy of the bill, a certificate of bill filed, and office copies of 
the affidavits in saperat of the application, and also a minute 
signed by counsel of the proposed order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to. 

The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Sir John Stuart 
will be open on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, 
in every week, from 11 to 1 o'clock. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quoration, Sept. 6, 1866. 
(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


Annuities, April, ’85 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908, 194 
Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. pm 
Ditto, £500, Do, 2 pm 

Ditto, £100 & £200, Do dis 


Bank of —— Stock, 5 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. 73 — Cb. (last half-year) 247 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
India Stock, 10$p Ct. Apr.'74 209 } Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 101 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, '79 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, "70 104g Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, - April, "64 — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. "88 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. '73 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct, £1000, — pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.— | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, pm 


3 per Cent, Consols, 893 
Ditto for Account, Oct. 9 89 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 874 
New 3 per Cent., 87§ 

Do, 34 per Cent., Jan, "94 


Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 per 
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RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shares.| |Paid. | Closing Prices 


89xd 
130 


Railways. 





Bristol and Exeter ......cccsvesssssseesseesseess | 100 
Caledonian } 
Glasgow and South-Western , 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* I 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 
Great Western— Original ........... wasbonded 1 
Do., West Midland—Oxford.,. 
Do., do.—Newport 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Coast 
London, Chatham, and Do 
London and North-Western...., 
London and South-Western 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 
Metropolitan 
Do., New 
Midland 


1 

Do., Birmingham and Derby  .......0000 
North British 
North.London 

Do., 1864 
North Staffordshire 
Scottish Central 
South Devon ........ 
South-Eastern 


Stock | 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 















































Do., C 
Vale of Neath 
West Cornwall 
* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 























Price 
Dividend per 
per annum Names. Shares. share, 


£ 
100 


No. of 
shares 





a 
conoouvcoono ooarouco- 


ouNtcSeScoecos! Sooo]? 


5000 
4000 
49000) 


Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 
County ... ove Py | 
Eagle $66 gab! wv Nepal 
Equity and Law ... | 
English & Scot. Law Life 
Equitable Reversionary... 
Do. New... ose one 
Gresham Lite . 
Guardian ,.. Par ae | 
Home & Col. Ass., Limtd. 
Imperial Life... o 


5 per cent 
40 pe & bs 
8 per cent 
7L 1s 8d pe 
71 2s 10d pe 
5 per cent 
5 per cent 
5 &3pshb 
5S per cent 
7 per cent 
&4 per cent 
10 per cent 
324 pr cent 
6 6-7 pr et 
6s p share 
5 per cent 
10 percent 
125 & bne 
20 per cent 
64 per cent 


one 


S waessh 
SSh 
Se ‘ane 


100 
50 


_ 
Samra 
- 


a 
co 
o 


SawwroeSwsusa 
papas 


» 


Law Fire .., pa eos 
Law Lite ... on og 
Law Union aaa ove 
Legal & General Life ... 
London & Provincial Law 
North Brit. & Mercantile} 
Provident Life ... bas 
Royal Exchange... 
Sun Fire ... te ove 
Do. Life ... oe ove 


> = seu 
Sewoscecoscesso cooco™ 
ow o~ «x 
eS SC€AF TOV 90NN 
= oo tee 


8 


oouw 


oe 


689220 
4000! 
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= 
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Mowgzy Marker Anp City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday night. 

The difficulty of finding the philosopher’s stone, or perpetual 
motion, is only comparable to that which must beset a writer on 
monetary and mercantile transactions, who sits down to record 
the money-dealing events of the week, and the state of the 
markets. There has literally been next to nothing stirring, and 
scarcely anybody in town to transact the very limited amount of 
business which has required attention. Buyers and sellers, 
brokers and jobbers, and the well-known habitues of Capel-court 
and Throgmorton-street, who have not been too hardly hit by 
the recent financial collapses, have taken leave of absence. 

In the meanwhile there is a quiet improvement going on; the 
foreign exchanges are favourable to an influx of the precious 
metals, and the condition of the Bank of England continues, 
with those variations which must ever occur, steadily to im- 
prove. 

The weekly bank return gives the “rest’’ at £3,987,417; 
the notes in cirenlation, £24,221,245, showing an increase of 
£522,735 ; the stock of bullion, £16,195,212; increase, £363,192. 

The following gives the results as compared with last week:— 

Public deposits ...... £4,778,487.. Increase... £641,439 
Other deposits 17,562,300. Decrease. . 1,010,750 
t 4,987,417..Increase.. 171,724 

On the other side of the account :— 

Government securities £11,227,023,.Increase.. 615,300 

Other seenrities ....  26,225,787..Decrease.. 711,697 

Notes unemployed .. 5,877,145,.Increase.. 4,540 

With this favourable return the bank directors to-day again 
reduced the minimum from 6 to 5 per cent. 

The joint-stock banks and discount houses have followed 
the movement of the Bank, and reduced the rates of interest on 
money placed upom deposit. Uank Stock closed at 245 to 247; 

teduced and New Threes, 874 


| 105 to 107; India Bonds, 10s. to 15s. pm. ; and Exchequer-bills, 
| 2s. dis. to 2s. pm. bignacsien : 

| The transactions have been very limited in any of the Foreign 
| securities, and the last quotations are the following :—Brazilian, 
| 95 to 97; (ditto, 1860, &c.), 64 to 66; ditto (1863), 64 to 66: 

Buenos Ayres, 80 to 83; ditto (Deferred), 32 to 35; Chilian, 10) 
' to 102; ditto (6 per cent.), 964 to 974; Danubian, 61 to 63 ex 
in.; Equador, 114 to 12}; Egyptian, 85 to 87 ex div.; ditto 
(second issue), 85 to 87 ex div. ; ditto (Small), 88 to 90; Greck 
Coupons, 54 to 6}; Italian (Maremmana Railway), 56 to 59; 
Mexican (1864), 11} to 12}; New Granada, 13 to 14; ditto (2 

pr cent.), 33} to 343; Russian (1850), 87 to 89; ditto (1864), 
3 to 95; Sardinian, 70 to 72; Spanish, 37} to 38}; ditto (De. 
ferred), 33} to 344; Turkish (1854), 79 to 81; ditto (1863), 45 
to 47; Venezuela (3 per cent.), 12 to 13; ditto (1862), 23 to 26; 
and ditto (14 per cent.), 6 to 7. 

In English railway shares there has been no changes of im- 

rtance, but London, Chatham, and Dovers have improved, 

his evening’s prices are :—Caledonians 128 to 130; the Great 
Eastern, 31} to Bia; Great Northern, 121 to 122 ; Great Western, 
59} to 60; Lancashire and Yorkshire, 125% to 1263; London 
and North-Western, 121} to 121%; Midlands, 124 to 1243; 
Metropolitans, 131} to #; ‘London, hatham, and Dover, 21} to 
221; South Easterns, 69% to 70}; and Brighton and South 
Coast, 90 to 92. 

Foreign railway shares have been neglected; and the quota- 
tions remain without variation. 

The final quotations for the shares in joint-stock banks are :— 
London Joint-Stock Bank, 44; London and Westminster, ra 
the Merchant Bank, es and 18}; British North American, 47}; 
Bank of Australasia, 68}; Chartered Bank of India, Australia, 
London, and China, 20} and 20; City Bank, 16}; Consolidated, 
5} ; London and County, 65 and 65}. 

The belief expressed in this Journal when the Great Eastern 
started on her grappling expedition that the cable of 1865 would 
be picked up has been verified = the result, and there have been 
some fluctuations in prices of telegraph shares in consequence. 
The shares of the Anglo-American Telegraph are quoted 163 to 
i per share, after having been 17 to 17} per share; and Atlantic 
Telegraph shares 43 to ? per share. 

One consequence of an abundance of money and easy rates 





| is that the Confederate Cotton Loan is again receiving attention, 


and transactions have taken place at 7. ; 
In miscellaneous shares the quotations are:—London Finance, 


13} to 12} dis.; General Credit, 1} to § dis.; International 
| Financial, 1} to 03 dis. ; and Credit Foncier, 34 to 3 dis. 


Hud- 
son’s Bay Shares, 16% to 17; Egyptian Trading, 5 to 4} dis.; 
and Imperial Mexican Railway, 6 to 8. 

Insurance companies shares have changed hands in a few in- 
stances, but prices are practically unaltered. 

Petitions have been presented to wind up the Southsea Pier 
Hotel Company (Limited); the Financial Agency Company 
ors the Portuguese Contract Company (Limited) ; the 
Cotton Plantation Company of Natal (Limited); and the Seque- 
lin Oil Company (Limited). 








Carita or New Rartway Scuemes.—The return moved 
for by Mr. Bazley, member for Manchester, ‘of the amount of 
capital in shares and by loans respectively, proposed to be raised 
by the railway and other bills brought Lafore Parliament this 
session,” does not, of course, afford information of the ac 
amount of capital which will be required to construct the works 
which may have received the royal assent in the session just 
ended. The Board of Trade return gives the designation of 634 
schemes, but against 140 of these there is no capital stated in 
either shares or loans, some others require loans, but the bulk of 
the 140 are, we suppose, withdrawn schaneen, Very many of the 
projects included in the aggregate have been thrown out, but a 
number of schemes of great importance and involving the expen- 
diture of a large amount of capital, and which have received the 
royal assent, are included in the list, including the London, 
Lewes, and Bri zhton line, the capital of which is put down at 
£3,000,000. e total share capital of the schemes proposed in 
session 1866 is £125,638,785; loans, £49,851,861; grand total, 
£175,490,646. In 1865 the gross aggregate amount of a similar 
return of capital in shares and by loans was £126,441,708. 

Tux Divorce Covrtr.—In the year 1865 256 causes were 
tried in the Divorce Court—63 before ajury, and 203 before the 
Judge-Ordinary, on oral evidence but without a jury. This is 
a large increase over former years. In 1864 the number was 
only 191. But the increase appears to have been caused by 





iced iu 8; India Stock, 209 to 211; | 
India Five per Cents., 1044 to 4, Kupee Paper, 100 to 102 and | 


reduction of arrears on the cause list, rather than by a greater 


| number of applications, for the number of petitions filed for dis- 


solution of marriage, which averaged annually 213 in the years 
1859-63, and was 51 in 1864, was omly 222 in 1865; and the 
petitions for judicial separation, which averaged 66 in 1859-63, 
and were 66 in 1864, were but 62 in 1865. At the end of the 
year this Court had been in existence for eight years, and in that 
time 1,467 judgments had been given, averaging 183 a-year 5 
but for some reason or other the registrar, year by year, omité 
to tate how many of the judgments grant the prayer of the 
petitioner to be loosed from the bond. 
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CoLoNIAL APPOINTMENTS FOR THE Scotcu Bar.—This 
‘ournal has repeatedly asserted the claims of the legal profession 
ft Scotland to a more liberal share of legal appointments in the 
colonies than has hitherto been accorded to it. It is satisfactory 
to learn that Lord Advocate Patton has taken up this matter, 
and that in consequence of his representations the Colonial Office 
has already placed two nominations in his gift, viz., to the 
judgeship or chief magistracy of the Gold Coast, now vacant, 
‘and to that of Gambia, shortly to become vacant. A Scotch 
advocate will probably not covet very much an apppointment 
on the west coast of Africa ; but we trust that this prompt atten- 
tion to the Lord Advocate’s claim betokens the end of the un- 
just neglect under which the Scotch bar has too long suffered in 
this respect. It is also a matter for congratulation that we have 
now a Lord Advocate willing to interest himself in the prosperity 
of the profession to which he belongs.—Jowrnal of Jurispru- 


SoutH AUSTRALIA.—Parliament has been called together for 
an extraordinary session, and is now fully engaged upon a grave 
constitutional question. This is no less.a matter than whether 
the legislature should pray for the removal of one of Her Majesty’s 
Judges. The South Australian Register gives the following 
explanations on this subject :—‘ There is no charge of corruption 
or of an outrage on morals. The complaints against Mr, Justice 
Boothby are altogether of another ter. They are to the 
effect that he obstructs the administration of the law, and with- 
holils justice in the Supreme Court of the colony. The evidence 
in support of this charge is most voluminous; it extends over a 
long period of time, and it relates to his Honour’s proceedings in 
both the civil and the criminal courts. The chief cause of com- 
plaint, however, is of recent date. It consists of the Judge’s 
refusal to be bound by the Validating Act specially passed by the 
Imperial Parliament last year, to remove all doubts in our local 
legislation. This, and some extraordinary decisions given during 
the recent criminal sittings have at last caused the government, 
the legislature (opposition as well as ministerialists), the public, 
and the press, to unite in an earnest demand for the removal of 
Mr. Justice Boothby from the Bench. Not that there is any 
popular outery for this removal ; on the contrary, the community 
was never in a more quiet state, but it is the quietness of deter- 
mination and conviction. The constituencies have left the matter 
to their representatives in parliament, and these, with the ex- 
— of an exceedingly small minority, have agreed—regret- 
fully, but carnestly—that the extreme step of asking for the 
removal of a Judge must now be taken. There has been no 
indecent haste, no recklessness, and no disregard of consequences. 
Except in one or two trifling instances, the speeches on the sub- 
ject have been remarkably temperate, and even the exceptions 

ave occurred as much in the speeches of the few members who 
have attacked the government, as in those of the warmest sup- 
rters of the resolutions. The fact is, the most thoughtful men 
in the legislature, and in the country, are now convinced that 
the bad example of removing a Judge is a less evil than keeping 
him in office, if that Judge will persist in trampling on the co 
which he is sworn to administer. The reasons for this extreme 
proceeding are shown in the law officers’ reports, and they are 
reasons ot which the home government will undoubtedly 
remove a Judge, if satisfied of the evidence on which they are 
This we know from the statements sent to the colony by 

the Duke of Newcastle when Judge Boothby’s conduct was pre- 
viously brought under notice. Our prayer, then, for the removal 
of a Judge is not the wild act of an ‘ Australian Democracy,’ but 
the earnest petition of an orderly people proceeding upon the 
advice of the home government itself, and upon those clauses of 
the constitution which give them the right to appeal from the 
Bench to the Throne. ‘Tho address has been agreed to by the 
a and a similar address will be submitted to the legislative 
council, , 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEEHOUSE, 
Aug, 29.~By Mr, P. D. Tuckerr. 
Freehold estate, known as Sayer’s Farm, comprising farmhouse and 
homestead, and 69a ir 12p of arable and pasture land, situate at 
West Chittington, Sussex—Sold for £1,170. 


AT THE NEW AUCTION MART. 
Aug. 30.—By Messrs. Driver & Co. 

Freehold estate, known as Bakers, situate in the parish of Hambleden, 
Bucks, comprising a residence, farm, and woodlands, containing 
302a 3r Ip—Sold for £17,000. 

: Aug, 31.—By Messrs, Fox & Bousrietp. 

Frechola Property known as Sun Dock, Wapping, let on lease at 

; £210 per annum—Sold for £2,550, 

Freehold riverside premises known as Hastio’s Wharf, Wapping, let 

On lease at £130 per annum—Sold for £3,140. 
By Mossrs, Fancus, 

Leasehold house and shop, No, 279, Regent-streot, let at £155 per 
annum; term 99 years from 1823, at £50 per annum—Sold for £2,200. 

Teaseholi house and shop, No. 285, Regent-street, let at £125 per 
annum ; term similar to above, at £40 per annum—Sold for £1,230, 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BEGG—On Sept. 2, at Abbey-gardens, St. John’s-wood, the wife of 
David Gray Begg, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, of a 
daughter. 

BROUGH —On Sept. 4, at Broxbourne, Herts, the wife of James 
Cornelius Brough, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son, 2 ; 

ILDERTON—On Sept. 2, at 41, Addison-road North, Notting-hill, the 
wife of Henry Decimus Ilderton, Solicitor, of a son. 

RAWLINSON—On Aug. 29, at 45, Colville-gardens, the wife of Thomas 
Rawlinson, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, of a son, 

WOODROFFE—On Sept. 3, at Bay Tree Lodge, Hampstead, the wife 
of John Edward Woodroffe, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, 


of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 


AMBROSE—JONES—On Sept. 1, at St. John’s, Hampstead, William 
Ambrose, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, to Georgianna Mary Anne, 
youngest daughter of the late William Jones. 

GARDNER—BEVERLEY—On Sept. 1, at the Parish Church, Lewis- 
ham, Kent, W. F. Gardner, Esq., the Grove, Blackheath, to Amelia 
Mary, daughter of Richard Beverley, Esq., the Assistant-Solicitor 
of H.M.’s Customs. 

HALL—GROVE—On Sept. 3, at the Parish Church, West Cranmore, 
Somerset, William Edward Hall, Esq., M.A., to Imogen Emily, 
daughter of W. R. Grove, Esq., Q.C., F.R.S. 

LAMOND—JAPP—On Sept. 5, at Helmsburg, Robert Peel Lamond, 
Esq., Solicitor, Glasgow, to Isabella, only daughter of the late 


Robert Japp, Esq. 

WAUGH—HEPWORTH-—On Sept. 4, at St. Barnabas’, South Ken- 
nington, John George Waugh, Esq., of Ridge House, Brampton, 
Cumberland, and Gray’s-inn, London, to Florence, eldest daughter 
of Thomas Hepworth, Esq. . 

WILSON—LORD—On Sept. 4, at St. Peter’s Church, Belsize-park, 
Owen Saunders Wilson, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at- 
Law, to Eleanora, only daughter of Charles F, J. Lord, Esq. 

DEATHS. 

BLANDY—On Sept. 2, at Highgrove, Reading, John Jackson Blandy, 
Esq., Solicitor and Town Clerk. 

DAVIS—On Sept. |, at Hastings, Matilda Ward, the eldest daughter 
of aa Davis, Esq., of Clifton Lodge, Dalston, N.E., Solicitor, 
aged 17. 

DEVITT—On Sept. 4, at 1, Upper Temple-street, Dublin, Henry 
Devitt, Esq., A.M., Barrister-at-Law, aged 42. 

POWER—On Sept. 4, at Heigham Hall, Norwich, Edward Power, Esq., 
Barrister, of South Bank-terrace, Kensington, aged 56. 

RICHARDSON—On Aug. 28, Dudley George, second son of William B. 
Richardson, Esq,, of Manchester-buildings and Great College-street, 
Westminster, Solicitor, aged 25. 

TIBBITS—On Sept. 3, Sarah, the wife of Robert Tibbits, Esq., Attor- 
ney-at-Law, late of Warwick, aged 71. 

TREVOR—On Sept. 4, at his residence, White Friars, Chester, Mr. 
Alderman Trevor, J.P., Treasurer of County Courts, aged 65. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


UMinding-up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, Aug, 31, 1866. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

General Estates Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented Aug 29, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Nov 3. Treherne & Wolferstan, Aldermanbury, solicitors for 
the petitioner. 

Sequelin Oil Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, presented 
Aug 13, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart on the 
next petition day, Thomas & Hollams, Mincing-lane, solicitors 
for the petitioners. : 

Liverpool and Dublin Steam Navigation Company (Limited).—Order 
made by the Vice-Chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster, dated Aug 
25, that the voluntary winding up be continued,and that for the 
purpose of appointing an additional liquidator or liquidators a 
meeting of the contributories be summoned by James Smith and 
William G, Crenshaw, the continuing liquidators. Simpson & 
North, Lpool, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Marlborough Club Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, 
presented Aug 28. directed to be heard before the Master of the 
Rolls on Nov 3. Few & Co, Henrietta-st, Covent-garden, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

Charles Laffite & Company (Limited),— Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented Aug 29, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Nov 3. Cotterill & Sons, Throgmorton-st, solicitors for tho 


petitioner. 
Friendly Societies Brssolved. 

a Farvay, Aug. 31, 1866, 

Poyritems Friendly Society, White Hart-inn, Marsham, Norfolk. 
Aug 28, 

Creditors under 22 & 23 Piet. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fray, Aug. 31, 1866, 

Bennett, Wm, Frogmore, Wandsworth, Esq. Sept 30. Baylis,Church- 
court, Old Jewry. 

Horees, Saml, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent, Novi. Holden & Sons, 

ull, 

Holmes, Gilbert, Walthamstow, Essex, Shipowner. Oct 20. Ellis & Co, 
St Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. 

Leach, Hy, Leigh, Essex, Surgeon. Oct 13. Stephens & Co, North- 
umberland-st, Strand, 

Mead, Geo, York-rd Ironworks, Commercial-rd, East, Engineer. Nov 
1, Treherne & Wolforstan, Aldermanbury. 

Mills, Mary, Wimbish, Essex, Widow, Oct 12. Proberts and Wade, 
Saffron Walden. 

Sandys, John Dalrymple, Claronce-rd, Esq. Sept 21, Hacon, Fen- 
chureh-st, 

Smith, John, Trimdon Grange, Durham, Lime Burner. Oct 15. Belk, 
Hartlepool. 
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Tvuxspay, Sept. 4, 1866, 
Artaud, Wm, Townshend-rd, St John’s-wood. Nov5. Burgoynes & 


Co, Oxford-st, 
Barry, Chas, sen, Chesterfield-house, Lee. Dec 1. Cowdell & Grundy, 


Abchurch-lane. 

Byne, Chas Poyntz, Hexham, Northumberland, Gent. 
Ingleden & Fee ws Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Cripps, Geo, Rupert-cottages, Oamberwell-green. Oct 20. Holcombe, 
Warwick-ct, Gray’s-inn. 

Edwards, Martha, Moor-park, Hoole, Chester, Spinster. Oct 16, 
Duncan & Cayley, Chester. 

tala Eee, atine-pl, Commercial-rd, Hatter. Oct 6. Walker, 

Kidd, Elias ae wey Brighton, Corn Merchont. Oct 20. Cooper & 
Williams, Brighto 

Moismont, Charlotte. Ernestine Beauvarlet de, King-st, Portman-sq, 
Spinster. Nov t. Gadsden, ford-row. 

Sanders, Richd Wm, Russell-pl, Poplar, Waterman. Oct10. Cattarns 
& Jehu, Mark-lane. 


Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 


Fray, Aug. 31, 1866. 
Andrew, Jas Edwd Hyde, & ee Hy Andrew, Manch, Engineers. 
Aug 23, Comp. Reg Aug 29. 
ret Wm, Plymouth, Devon, Oil Merchant. Aug 9. Asst. Reg 


Aug 

Ashforth, Thos em, Spittlegate, Linco, Corn Merchant. 
Aug6. Asst. Reg Aug 30 

Benett, John Thos, Hereules-buildings, Westminster-rd, Mariner. 
Atg 12. Comp. Reg Aug 28 

Bird, Hy, New Sleaford, Lincoln, Ironmonger. Aug 8. Conv. Reg 


ug 3}. 
Brinsmend, Hy, Rathbone-pl, Pianoforte Maker. Aug6. Comp. Reg 
ug 30 


Brooks, Jas, & Cornelius Robert Schaller, Charles-st, St James’, Auc- 
tioneers. Aug 30. Comp. Reg Ang 30. 
a — Milk-st, Cheapside, Lace Agent. 
Coy, “Eawin, ene, Cambridge, Coal Merchant. 
Aug 3 


Reg 
Crosaiay, Thos, Todmorden, Lancaster, Manufacturing Chemist. 
Aug 7. Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Dalrymple, Wm, Carnarvon, & Fredk Finlay, Llanberis, Carnarvon, 
Contractors. Aug6. Inspectorship. Reg Aug 30. 
oe som Piddletrenthide, Dorset, Innkeeper. Aug 6. Asst. Reg 
ug 
Everet, Fras Wilton, Brewer-st, Golden-sq, Ironmonger. Aug 17. 
Asst. Reg Aug 
Page, 2m ,Jas Edw, Whitechapel-rd, Upholsterer. Aug14, Comp. Reg 
ug 3 
ha ng Joshua Knight, eenrne: -sq, Brixton, Corn Merchant. 
Aug 10. Comp. Reg Aug 28 
Galloway, Alex Hair, Lpool, Surgeon. Aug 24. Asst. Reg Aug 30. 
Gimson, Chas, Loughborough, Leicester, Manufacturer. July 31. 
Asst. Reg Aug 28. 
Glover, Chas Thos, jun, Harborne, Stafford, Draper. Aug 18. Asst. 
Reg Aug 31, 
— — Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Jeweller. Aug 15. Comp. Reg 
ug 
yo Bampton, Oxford, Leatherseller. Aug 17. Asst. 
z 
Heath, kobe Vernon, Piccadilly, Photographic Artist. Aug 6. 
gz Aug 30. 
Hontagten, yee Brompton, Kent, Billiard Table Keeper. Aung 21, 
Comp. ony ug 30, 
Hill, Geo, Gt Bedwyn, Wilts, Chemist. Aug 10. Asst. Reg Aug 30. 
Jones, Fredk John, Aldermanbury, Brace Manufacturer. Aug 18. 
Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Maundy, Mary, Birm, Dramatic Reader. Aug 30. 
ug 3! 
Mason, John Hutchinson, Nottingham, Bonnet Front Mannfacturer. 
Aug 16. Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Mere Hone. New Brighton, Chester, Engineer, Aug 29. Asst. 
Ug 
Meam, John, Hy Moore, & George Lucid, Manch, Cotton Spinners. 
July 31, Asst. Reg Aug 28. 
Morton, Wm Hy, Argyle- tt Regent’s- st, Concert Hall Manager. Aug 
6, Asst. Reg Aug 29. 
Newbolt, Hy, Constantinople, Merchant. Aug 8. Comp. Reg Aug 20, 
Oelrichs, Gustave Albert, and James A prem: Fenchurch-st, Mer- 
chants. Ang 9. Comp. Reg Aug 28, 
Passer Geo, yy Royal, Cannon-st West, Merchant. Aug 23. Comp. 
Reg Aug 28 
Oldrey, Edwd, Albany-st, Regent’s-pk, Civil Engineer. Aug 7. 
Comp. Reg Aug 27. 
Payn, Alfred Edwin, Hertford, Draper. Aug?2l. Comp. Reg Aug3l. 
Ramsey, Wm, North Shields, Confectioner, Aug 1. Conv. Reg 
Aug 29, 
Randall, Adolphus, Guildford, Surrey, Draper. Aug 2. Asst. Reg 
Aug 29. 
Reed, Wm, Langdale-rd, Peckham, Contractor. Aung 29. 
Reg Ang 30, 
we gs Northampton, Toy Dealer. Aug 16. Asst. 
Aug 24, 


8 
Bapstord, Fredk, Gt Portland-st, Grocer. 
Aug 28 
Satow, Joachim Theodor, Gt Tower-st, Merchant. 
torship. Reg Aug 28. 
Saw yer, Mary, Romford, Essex, Licensed Victualler. Aug 1. Comp. 
Reg Aug 28, 
Seed, Hy. ‘preston, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Aug 2. Asst. Reg 
Aug 2 
Simaenda, John, mone Gloucester, Carpenter. Aug 28. 
Comp. keg Ang 30 
— : ee Brecon-ter, Fulham, Upholsterer’s Assistant. 
2 Sst. ug 29. 
—, John, , E ottiegham, Shoemaker. Aug 23, Comp. Reg 
ug 


Nov 1, 


Aug 27. Comp. 
Aug 3. Asst. 


Comp. 


Comp. Reg 


Comp. 
Reg 
Comp. Reg 

Aug 2, Inspec- 


Aug 





Stokes, pray & Senile Harlock, Leicester, Shoe Manwhhetureis 
Aug 4. Asst. Reg Aug 30 
Taylor, Geo, St ha st, West Smithfield, Model Maker. 
omp, g 1 
Tidswell, Wm, Halifax, York, Corn Miller, Aug 28. Comp. Reg 


Aug 29, 
Unwin, Atte, Sheffield, File Manufacturer. Aug 7. Comp. Reg 
ug 
Venables, Thos, Pleasington, Lancaster, Wine Merchant. Aug 20, 
Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Wake, Wm, South Shields, Cooper. Aug2!. Asst. Reg Aug 29, 
wieeat Robt, Manch, Wine Merchant. Aug 15. Comp. 
U, 
Williams, John, Pontymister, Newport, Monmouth, General-shop 
Keeper. Aug2. Comp. Reg Aug 
Williamson, RoBt, jun, Wincham hone Works, nr Northwick, Chester, 
Bone Merchant. Aug4. Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Wingate, John Taylor, Railway ‘arches, Larabeth, Wine Merchant, 
Aug 22, Asst. Reg Aug 31. 
Yarwood, Mary, Wheelock, Chester, Grocer. Aug 3, Asst. Reg 


Aug 29. 
Tuzspay, Sept. 4, 1866. 
Adey, Elijah, East Woodhay, Southampton, Bootmaker, Aug 6. Asst. 
A 


Aug 9. 


Aug 29, 


g Aug 31. 

Almond, ont Blackburn, Lancaster, Machinery Agent. 
Asst. Reg Sept 4. 

Ashenden, Edwd, po ey ur Sittingbourne, Kent, Brickmaker. Aug 
7. Comp. Reg Sept 4 

Atchison, Wm, Cannon-st, Merchant. Aug6. Asst. Reg Sept 1. 

et os Pembroke-rd, Kensington, Butcher. Aug 28. Comp, 


eg Sept 3 
Bennett, Robt, East Teignmouth, Devon, Cabinet Maker. Aug 9, 
3. 


Asst. Reg Sept 3. 
Berry, Danl, Heckmondwike, York, Woolstapler. 
Reg Aug 31. 
Bianli , John, Brampton, Huntingdon, Butcher. 
t 1. 


Brooke, Li Taonei, Snydall, York, Manager at a Brickyard. Sept 3. Asst. 


Aug 15, Comp. 


Aug 4. Asst, 


Callan, rawin, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Builder, Aug 18. 
Comp. Reg Aug 31. 

Carow, ‘aula Alexander-sq, Brompton, Widow. Aug 29. Comp. 

Aug 31. 

Clancey, Wm, East-pl, Kennington-rd, Comm Agent. Aug6. Asst. 
Reg Sept 3. 

Clark, Jas, Lpool, Draper. Augi7. Asst. Reg Sept 3. 

Coote, Holmes, Spy Anne:-st, Cavendish-sq, Surgeon. 
Comp. Reg Aug 3 

Corcos, Abraham, Semed: St Mary Axe, Merchant. Aug 10. Comp. 
Reg Sept 1. 

Cragg, Robt, Nottingham, Draper. Aug 2. Comp. Reg Aug 30. 

Denson, Wm Green, Chester, Builder. Aug 31. Comp. Reg Sept 3, 

Dickinson, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Iron Broker. Aug 23. 
Comp. Reg Sept 1. 

Duckers, Joseph, Chester, Innkeeper. Aug6, Comp. Reg Aug 3l. 

Evan-, Robt, Birm, Warwick, Miller. Aug 20. Comp. Reg Sept 1. 

Evans, John, Lpool, Tailor. Aug 29, Comp. Reg Sept 3. 

Fiorini, Luigi, Swansea, Glamorgan, Ship Broker. Aug 31. 
Reg Sept 3 

e~ John Hy, Cleckheaton, York, Cardmaker. Aug 21. 

t 3, 


Aug I4, 


Asst. 
Comp. Reg 


Fraye, _— & — Folger, Gresham-st, Comm Agents, Aug 7, 
Asst. g Sept 1 

Francis, Rieha Shuekforth, Ipswich, Suffolk, Watchmaker. Aug 31. 
Comp. Keg Sept 1. 

Freeman, Jas, Leicester, Builder. Aug 7. Asst. Reg Sept 1. 


“~~ som Maldon, Essex, ‘limber Merchant. Aug13. Comp. Reg 
Sept 
Gatenby, Robt, Newbottle, Durham, Fruiterer, Aug 4, Asst. Reg 
Se 


Gree Chas, Parliament-st, Westminster, Architect. Aug 18. 
Reg Sept 

Gravatt," Thos, Castle-st, Holborn, Law Stationer. Sept 3. 
Reg Sept 3. 

Griffin, Wm Ferkineoee Borough Fen, Northampton, Farmer. 
Asst. Reg Sept | 

Hall, Jas, Holland. ‘rd-villas, Kensington, Gent. Aug 16. 
Reg Sept 3. 

Hail, Thos Harding, Oakbetige, Lynch, Gloucester, Mealman. 
Comp. Reg Sept 1. 

Haywood, Jas, Luton, Bedford, Painter. Aug 18. Comp. Reg Aug 31. 

Horrocks, John, Lpool, Comm Merchant. Aug 4. Asst. Reg Aug 31. 

Hubbard, Fras, neepien Mallet, Somerset, Chemist. Aug 16. 


Asst. Reg Sept 3. 
—, Joowsh Jas, Cullum-st, Shipbroker. Aug 23, Comp. Reg 
lead, Philip, Birm, Glazier. Aug 30. Comp. Reg Sept} 

Jones, Robt, Hereford, General Dealer. Aug 18, Comp. Reg Sept 4. 
Lamport, Wm, Fareham, Southampton, Bootmaker. Aug 23. Asst. 

Reg Sept 4. 

Lowther, Edwd John, High-st, Stoke Newington, Boot Dealer. Aug 

18. Comp. keg Sept I, 

Mackenzie, Thos Hy, sr agg, Abe ae Peckham, Comm 

Agent. Aug 3l. Comp. Reg Sept4 
Martin, John, Leeds, Merchant. Aug 7. Asst. Reg Sept 3. 

Mason, "Joseph, Hereford, Contractor, Aug 18. Comp, Reg Sept 4. 
Mawdsley, Hy, & A aie Hale Wallace, Lpool, Merchants. Sept !. 

Asst. Reg Sept 4 
McCloy, lovee, Belfast, Ireland, Carpgt Dealer, Aug 14. Asst. 

Reg Sept 1. 

Mekinnon, John, Lpool, Fishmonger. Aug 20, Comp. Reg Sept 3. 
Mellor, ie Huddersfield, York, Woollen Cloth Merchant, Aug 21. 

Comp. 

Mitchell, edwin, Li, Upholsterer. Aug 13. Asst. Reg Sept 1. 
Murley, Frank, W tt Salisbury-crescent, Walworth, 

Soap Manufacturer. Sept !. Asst. Reg Sept 4. 

Newby, Edgar, Leicester, Milliner, Aug6. Asst. Rog Sept !. 


Comp. 
Comp. 
pr 4. 
Comp. 
Aug 6, 
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owell, Wm Hy, Birm, Milliner, Aug9. Comp. Reg Sept 4. 
a, John, Barnsley, York, Pork Butcher, Aug 9. Asst. Reg 


t 3. 
Bi a Jas ae, Hereford-rd, Bayswater, Bookseller, Aug 31. 
. Reg Sept I. 
payer, Robt, “Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Ironfounder. Aug 20. In- 
spectorship. Reg . 3. 
Rooth, Joseph Wm, Chesterfield, Derby, Butcher. Aug 9, Comp. 
Aug 31. 
: Wednesfield Heath, Stafford, Coalmaster. Aug 25. Comp. 
1, 
sahersonsky, Isaac, Lpool, Outfitter. Sept i. Asst. Reg Sept 3. 
searle, Wm Ramsay, Fareham, Southampton, Gent. Aug 14. Asst. 
Sept 4. 
sunt Semi, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseller. Ang 25. Asst. Reg 
t 4. 
shepheard, Arthur Ernest, Luton, Bedford, out of business, Aug 23, 
Comp. Reg Aug 31. 
guimell Wm, & Geo Shimell, Edenham-st West, Westbourne-pk, 
Builders. Aug25. Asst. Reg Sept 4. 
i: n, Robt, Robt Simpson, jun, & Hy Simpson, Sheffield, Sta: 
Oeeatetarers. Aug 10. Comp. "Reg Aug 31. cme 
Smee, Augustus John, Tottenham, Grocer, Aug 24. Comp. Reg 
b4. 
Babe Wm, Jewin-crescent, Cripplegate, Carver. 


Reg Sept 3. 
Sodiren, 4 Manch, Calico Printer. Aug7, Asst. 
Tapper, Chas, New North-st, Red Lion-sq, Hosier. 


Aug 30. Comp, 
Reg Sept 1. 


Aug 11. Comp. 
Reg Sept 3. . 
Taylor, , Cane Rochdale, Lancaster, Tailor. July 31. Asst. Reg 
Aug 


Tidman, Alfred, Birm, Licensed Victualler, Aug 4. Comp. Reg 
Sept |. 
Turtle, John, Sheffield Moor, York, Provision Dealer. Aug 27, Comp. 


Reg Sept 3. 
Welsh, Geo, Hulme, Lancaster, Hosier. Aug 10. Asst. Reg Sept 4. 
Whitford, Thos, Geo Browne Collins, Hy Whitford, Edwin Carter, & 
Frances Moyse, Spinster, St Colomb, Cornwall, Bankers. Aug 7. 


Asst, Reg Sept 3. 
Bankrupts. 
Frrpay, Aug. 31, 1866, 
To Surrender in London. 

Arnold, John, Oak-ter, Florence-rd, Kennington, LawClerk. Pet Aug 
29. Sept 19at 12. Davis, Harp-lane, Gt Tower-st. 

Claxton, Jesse, Ely, Cambridge, Attorney-at-Law. Pet Aug 27. Sept 
19at1!. Doyle, Verulam: buildings, Gray’s-inn. 

Culpin, Millice, Stevenage, Hertford, Currier. Pet Aug 27, Sept 12 
atl. Price, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-st. 

Cumner, Eliz, Roehampton-st, Westminster. Grocer. Pet Aug 29. 
Sept 19 at 12. Draper, Charlwood-st, Pimlico. 

Fitzwater, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 28. Sept 19 
at}. Nichols & Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Flamant, Marie Louise, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Aug 29 (fur 
pau). Sept 19at1. Dobie, Basinghall-st. “ 

Ford, Hy Pierce, Montpelier-sq, Brompton, Dairyman. Pet Aug 27. 
Sept 12at1. Ditchman, Margaret-st, Cavendish-sq. 

Gammage, Sam! Mansfield, Heath House, Hampstead, Painter. Pet 
Aug 29. Sept i9 at 12. George, Bury-st, St James’. 

Hamblen, Jacob Hy, St Benet’s-pl, Gracechurch-st, Wine Merchant, 
Pet Aug 28. Sept 19at 12. Murray, Gt St Helen’s, 

Hammer, Wm Hy, Fort-rd, Bermondsey, Carpenter. Pet Aug 29. 
Sept 19 at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Hemming, Wm Thos, Wentworth-st, Whitechapel, Provision Mer- 
chant. Pet Aug 2l. Sept1l2at1. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 
Hesse, David Edwd, Ludgate-hill, General Dealer. Pet Aug 29. Sept 

19at 12. Murray, Great St. Helen’s. 3 

Hope, Wm, Chobham-rd, Stratford New Town, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Aug 23, Septllat12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Miller, Jag Gordon, Camden-grove, Camberwell, Commission Agent. 
Pet Aug 28. Sept12at!. St. Aubyn, Moorgate-st. 

Newman, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 28 (for pau). Sept 
19atll. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Rudland, Jas, Cromwell-pl. Wandsworth-lane, Putney, Baker. Pet 
Aug 28, Sept 19 at 11. Hanslip, Great James-st, Bedford-row. 

Simpson, Eliz, Tuffnell-park-ter, Upper Holloway, Spinster. Pet 
Aug 29. Sept 29 at 12. Patrick, Clephane-rd, Islington. 

Smith, Thos, Hawnes, Bedford, Beerseller. Pet Aug 29. Sept 11 at 1. 
Thomas & Hollams, Mincing-lane, 

. Wm Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Aug 30. Sept 12 
atl. Sorrell, Great Tower-st. 

Taylor, Edwd Chas Lyne, Holloway-road, Perambulator Maker. Pet 

ug 15. Sept 18at1l. Scarth, Welbeck-st, Cavendish-sq. 
, Geo, Tenison-st, York-rd, Lambeth, Carpenter. Pet Aug 27. 
Sept 12at1. Goldrick, Strand. 

Wright, Hy Wildey, jun, Featherstone-buildings, Holborn, Barrister- 
at-Law. Pet Aug 28. Sept 19 at 11. Haynes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s- 
inn. 

Wyman, Wm, jun, Weston-ter, Green-lanes, Stoke Newington, Uphol- 
Sterer, Pet Aug 27. Sept 12ati. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bagley, Alfred, Sedgley, Stafford, Journeyman Bedstead Maker. 
Pet Aug 25, Dudley, Sept 13 at 11. Turner, Wolverhampton. 

Barber, Hy, Belper, Derby, out of business, Pet Aug 15. Alfreton, 
Sept 17 at 11, Walker, Belper. 

Bartlett, John, Meleombe Regis, Dorset, Carpenter. Pet Aug 28, 
Weymouth, Sept 1! at 11. Hill, Weymouth. 

Bolton, Richd, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Plumber. Pet Aug 27. Leeds, 
Sept 19 at 12. Chester, Hull. 

Bowmer, Eliz, Pinxton, Derby, Schoolmistress. Pet Aug 20, Alfre- 
ton, Sept 17 at 1. Smith, Derby. 

Braham, Joseph, Bristol, Optician. Pet Aug 27. Bristol, Sept 12 at 
ll. Brittan & Sons, Bristol. 

Bullook, Thos, Shiffeall, Salop, Miller. Pet Aug 27. Birm, Sept 10 at 

* n, Birm, 
lark, Edwin, Bath, Carpenter. Pet Aug 16. Bristol, Sept 10 at 11, 
Wilton, Bath.” ’ 





Cobb, Jas, jun, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Deal Porter. Pet Aug 29. 
King’s Lynn, Sept 25 at 11. Ward, King’s Lynn. 

Corkey, Hy, Lpool, Provision Dealer’s Assistant. Pet Aug 28. Lpool, 
Sept 17 at 3. Gray, Lpool. 

Cree, Fras, Denton, Lancaster, Machinist. Pet Aug 29. Hyde, Sept 
15atl2. Hibbert, Hyde. 

Davison, Andrew, Prisoner for Debt, Morpeth. Adj Aug 20. Mor- 
peth, Sept 10 atll. Kennett, Morpeth. 

Davies, Danl, Ystradgynlais, Brecon, Labourer. Pet Aug27. Neath, 
Sept 14at 11. Kempthorne, Neath. 

Day, Fras, Avening, Gloucester, Farmer. Pet Aug 29. Bristol, Sept 
12 at 11. Cooke, Cirencester. 

Dodd, Anne, Prisoner for Debt, Lewes. Adj Ang 22. Hastings, Sept 
15 at 11. Shorter, Hastings. 

Dunkerley, Wm, Middlesbrough, York, Baker. Pet Aug 27. Stock- 
ton-on-Tees, Sept 12at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough. 

Egan, Owen, Kingston-upon-Hull, Licensed Hawker. Pet Aug 28. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Sept 12 at 11. Summers, Hu 

Finch, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Adj Aug 16. Brentwood, 

Gelsthorpe, Chas, Nostingbeu, M Agent, Pet Aug 27, Nottin 

orpe, » No ews . Pet Aug 27. No - 

ham, Get 10 at'll. Belk, Nottingham. ] t 

Greenhalgh, Joseph, & David Wm Greenhalgh, Blackford-bridge. nr 
Prestwii Calico Printers. Pet July 26. Manch, Sept 


. r, 
26 at 11. Leigh, Manch. 

Hartrey, Saml Thos, Wells, Somerset, Tailor. Pet Aug 27, Bristol 
Sept 12at 11. Shepherd, Wells. 

Henson, John, Loughborough, Leicester, Cooper. Pet Aug 28, Birm, 
Sept ll at 11. Goode, Loughborough. 

Higgs, Jos, Walbrook, Coseley, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 
23. Dudley, Sept 20 at 11. Collis, Birm. 

Huggins, John Horace, Heig Norwich, ont of business. Pet 
Aug 27. Norwich, Sept 12 at 11, Sadd, Norwich. 

Jackson, Geo, Ashton-under Lyne, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Pet 
Aug 14. Manch, Sept 12at12. Richardson & Brandwood, Manch. 

James, John, Cockermouth, Cumberland, Labourer. Pet Aug 27. 
Cockermouth, Sept 10 at 3. Ramsay, Cockermouth, 

Jones, Thos, Hanley, Stafford, Miner. Pet Aug 28. Hanley, Sept 29 
at ll. Tennant, Hanley. 

Keyworth, Wm, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Roper. Pet Aug 18, Gains- 
borough, Sept 18at.10. Bladon, Gainsborough. 

Kitching, Wm, & Thos Hy Petty, West Hartlepool, Durham, Printers. 
Pet Aug 23. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sept 21 at 12. Hoyle & Co, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Lambert, Wm Jas, Normanby, York. Joiner. Pet Aug 29. Stockton- 
on-Tees, Sept 12 at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough, 

Leppingwell, Hy, Leeds, Painter. Pet Aug 27. Leeds, Sept 21 at 12. 


Smith & Hopps. « 

Moore, Jas, Nottingham, Bonnet Front Manufacturer. Pet Aug 28. 
Birm, Sept 11 at 11. Hunt & Son, Nottingham, 

Morley, Saml, jun, Lpool, Foreman Tailor, Pet Aug 29. Upool, Sept 
18 atl!. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Morley, Saml, Bishops Stortford, Hertford, Tailor. Pet Aug 23. 
Bishops Stortford, Sept 13 at 11. Baker, Bishops Stortford. 

Nepean, Thos Nanspean, Prisoner for Debt, Bodmin. Adj Aug 1}. 
Bodmin, Sept 17 at 12.30. 

Oake, Raymond, Lymington, Southampton, Schoolmaster.. Pet Aug 
25. Lymington, Sept 13 at 12, Mackey, Southampton. ’ 

Pitcher, Thos, Knightwick, Worcester, out of business. Pet Aug. 28. 
Birm, Sept 19 at 12. Parry, Birm. 

Proctor, Wm, Carlisle, Cumberland, Ironmonger. Pet Aug 28, 
pt ny Mt i Sept 21 at 12. Hodge & Harle, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Procter, Hy, Burnley, Lancaster, Blacking Manufacturer. Adj Aug 
15. Burnley, Sept 10 at 3. 

Scott, Wilfred, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Tinner. Pet Aug 27. 
Stockton-on-Tees, Sept ll at ll. Trotter, Stockton. 

Sheen. Wm, Calveley, Chester, Farmer. Pet Aug 27. Lpool, Sept 11 
at 12. Cartwright, Chester. 

Wainwright, Wm, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. Pet Aug 28. Hanley, 
Sept 22 at 11, Tomkinson, Burslem. 

Watson, Chas, Masbrough, York, Beerhouse — Pet Aug 28. 
Rotherham, Sept 24at !. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 

Whately, Benj, Taunton, Somerset, Coach Builder. Pet Aug 29. 
Taunton, Sept !7 at 11. Trenchard, Taunton. 

Williams, Hy, Bristol, Timber Merchant. Pet Aug 25. Bristol, Sept 
10 at ll. Brittan & Sons, Bristol, 

Woodin, Richd Waterman, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Saddler. Pet 
Aug 27. Newport Pagnell, Sept 12 at 4. Conquest, Bedford. 

Turspay, Sept. 4, 1866. 

Andoe, Wm Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 29. Sept 
20 at 12, Edwards, Lincoln’s-inn-felds. 

Clarke, Roderick John, Mount Elliott-ter, High-rd, Lee, Commercial 
Clerk. Pet Aug 3l. Sept 20at12. Dobie, Basinghall-st, 

Corby, John, Chipping Wycombe, Buckingham, Builder, Pet Aug 31. 
Sept 20at 11. Tucker, St Swithin’s-lane. 

Cox, Edwd Tucker, Raglan-st, Kentish-town, Builder. Pet Sept 1. 
Sept 25at ll. Briant, Winchester House, Old Broad-st, 

Croxton, Chas, Arundel-sq, Islington, Attorney’s Clerk. Pet Aug 28. 
Sept 19 atl. Smith, Wilmington-sq, Clerkenwell. 

Dell, Wm, Linsdale, Buckingham, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 31, Sept 20 
at 12. Brown, Basinghall-st. 

Dyer, Wm John, Merton, Surrey, Grocer. Pet Septl. Sept 26 at 11. 
Shiers, New-inn, Strand, 

Flack, Thos, Tottenham Hale, Tottenham, out of business. Pet 
Aug 30. Sept 19at1. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Freeman, Sam! Wm Kearney, Beanfort-buildings, Strand, Yacht 
fase Pet Aug 30. Sept 19 at 1. Smith, Gresham House, Old 

-st. 


Harris, Benj, Kennington-oval, out of business. Pet Aug 31. Sept 
20attl. Braham, Furnival’s-inn. 

Haxell, Edwd, Ipswich, Suffolk, out of business, Pet Aug 22. Sept 
20 at 12. Prance, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Milne, Geo, Edward’s-ter, Lncy-rd, Bermondsey, Builder. Pot Ang 30. 
Sept 20 at 11, Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Mintern, Jas Green, Christchurch, Hants, Sheep Dealer. Pet Aug 30. 
Sept 20 at 11. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 
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Palmer, Hy Douss, Victoria-villa, Choumert-rd, Peckham, Clerk in 
oa fut Service. Pet Aug 31, Sept 20 at 12. Denny, Cole- 


Palmer Philip, Wilson-st, Fins , Merchant’s Clerk. | Pet Aug 30. 
Sept 20 at 11. Sweeting & L; . 


Pritchard, John, Stanley-st, -st, Deptford, J ourneyman Plumber, 
ps 30. Sept 20 at 11. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwar! 
olds, me. Southgate, Grocer. Pet Aug 27. sont 19 at 1. 
& Oo, Leadenhall-st. 


Richards, Jas Edgcome, Limchonen-sennuengy, Deter: Pet Aug 25, 
Sept 20 at 1. Sturt & Mason, Gresham: 

§ y, John, Prisoner for Debt, London, wer Aug 21. Sept 19 at 11. 

Steers, Robt, & Frede Hale Forshall, Hatcham, Surrey, Merchants. 





Debt, London. Pet Aug 29 (for pau). 
Steadman, Mason’s-avenue, Coleman-st. 
i Glass Merchant, Pet Sept 1. 


dish-sq. 
“| Smiths’ Foreman. Pet Aug 30, 


20. t20at1l. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. 
Tokina” 2. Sept 20 for Debt. 


t 20 at 1. 


lis, Robt, Stri 
Sept 20 at 11. Chalk, Moorgate 
To Surrender He the Country. 
.Allen, Thos, Bristol, Bootmaker. Pet Aug 28. Bristol, Oct 12 at 12. 
Beckingham. 
Barber, Wm Hy, ye out of business. Pet Aug 31. 
Manch, Sept biso Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 
wness, Westmorland, Boat Builder. Pet Aug 29. 
t ida at 12. Heelis, Hawkshead. 
er, ny Winsford, Chester, Sailmaker. Pet Aug 30. 
Spock, gona 18. at 12. Samuell, » Uspoo. 
Bennett, Sam!, Little Barrow, nr Chester, Farmer, Pet Sept !. Lpool, 
Sept 17 at i. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
Bramley, Wm, Balderton, Nottingham, Blacksmith. Pet Aug 29, 
N ° By pen Newark. 
. bs npemen 8 m. Pet Aug 
Manch, Sept i4at 11. Boote & R; 
dray, Chas, ee for Debt, Norwich. Adj Aug 16. Attle- 
feta fy Sept 17 at 
Craunage, Wm. Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Viotnaller. 
Pet Aug 31. Birm, Sept l4ati2, Corbett, Kidderminster. 
Cunliffe, Wm, Rochdale, Lancaster, Tanner, Pet Aug 30. Manch, 
Sept 18 at 12, Whitehead, Roc! 
Debbage, John, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj Aug 16. North 
Walsham, Sept 18 at 11. 
Driver, John, Bradford, York, Innkeeper. oe Aug 28. Bradford, 


Sept 14 at 9.45, Terry & Watson, Bradford 
— Aston-juxta-Birm, Electro Plater. Pet Aug 29. 

Birm, Sept 21 at 10. Powell & Son,B 

Evans, John, Manch, Comm Merchant. Pet Aug 13. Manch, Sept 19 
at 12. Ludlow & Hinde, Manch, 

Ford, Riehd, Normanton, Derby, Farm Bailiff. Pet Aug 30. Derby, 
Sept 20 at12. Briggs, Derby. 

ar pT, h, gare Somerset, Grocer. Pet Aug 29. Sept 18 at 
1 

Graham, John, al Bridge, Salon, Tailor. Pet Aug 28, Madeley, 
Oct 10at 12. Walker, Wellington 

Graves, Alfred — Willington, Durham, Surgeon’s Assistant. 
Pet Ang 29. Dur! Pha edhe ag hane Brignal, jun, Durham. 

Govett, Saml, Bodmin, Cornwall, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 31. Bodmin, 
Sept 15 at 10. Wallis, Bodmin, 
_ + ang Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj Aug 17. Bristol, Oct 


Robt, Willington, Derb Docu Labourer. Pet Aug 23 (for pau). 
Fy Sept 20 at 12. Briggs, 
Haselbury, Somerset, Fah Dealer. Pet Aug 30. Crew- 
—! 8ept ¥ atil 


at 1 Joli, Crewkerne. 
wap tac hy therten, Lancaster, Farmer. Pet Aug 30. Manch, 
at 
Hill, Wm, Dudley, ont of business. Pet Aug 30. Dudley, Sept 20 at 


Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch. 
on Horton, York, Linon Pot A Bradford, 
rton, ork . Pet Aug 30. 
Sept 14.at 9.45, Hutchinson, Bradfo - 
Jefferys, Edwd Humby, Norton St Philip, Seer Blacksmith. Pet 
Aug 29. Frome, Sept 18at1. Bartrum, B; 
Senseaien a me Wm, Derby, Plumber. Pet Aug 23 (for pau), Derby, Sept 
, Edwin, Bristol, Clicker. Pet Aug 30. Bristol, Oct 12 at 


Lewis, Isaac, Blaina, Monmouth, Licensed Victualler. Pet Sept 1. 
Bristol, Sept 15 at 11. Simons & Plews, a 6 
dohn, and Joseph Fawcett, W: 1d, " aes Builders, 
Pet Aug 31. Leeds, Sept 20 at 11. Simpson, 
Mitchell, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj ‘en 1. Maidstone, 
Sept 17 at 12, Gibson, Margate. 
Olden, John Cuff, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol, Adj Aug 27 (for pan). 


Bristol, Oct 12 at 12. 
eae John Fowler, Co’ by, Lincoln, Shoemaker. Pet Ang 30. 
a real, Hors 


po t 18 at 11, castle. 
, York, Blanket Manufacturer. Pet Sept 1. 


vbewabary, 8 eo at 12, touche Dewsbury. 

jas, tehaven, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 31. 
Pesynischaven, Sepe7 at 10. Mason, White! tehaven. 

Peterson, Par, Kingston-upon-Hull, Seipper of Foreign Seamen. Pet 
rane af, Kingston-npon-Hall, Sept 15at11, Sommers, Hall, 

Peters, Chas Jonn, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol, Adj Aug 27 (for pan). 


Bristol, Oct b pebingg | 
Pile, Geo, Loose , Maidstone, Foot Baker, Pet Aug 31, Maidstone, 
Sepc 17 at 11. 
"Pet Ang 18. Devizes, Sept 6 at 10. 


12. 


” Morgan, Maidsto: 
— Jas, Devizes, Wilts, Dyer. 
Rawlings, ‘Melksham. 


Radd, Wm, jun, Redcar, York, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 29. Leeds, 
att. ‘Blackburn & & Son, Leeds. . sept 
Schofield, Isaac Hardy, Sheffield, York, Joiners’ Tool Manufacturer. 
Pet Aug ai. Hereford at I. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
ere! nn t 30. 
on re, Thos keeper. Pet Aug Hereford, Oct 
a Worcester, out of 


Joseph f Aug 30. 
orcester, Sept 18 atl. Clutterbuck, Worcoher” Pm Ane 





Spen iggy ~~ York, Gent. Adj Aug 25. Doaesitaisil 
21 at 12 

Summers, Walter Jas, Bristol, out of business, Pet Aug 27. Bristol, 
Oot 12 at 12. Beckingham. 

Threlfall, John Nickson, & Chas Johnson Threlfall, Crawshaw 
— Y oneng Spinners. Pet Aug 27. Manch, Sept 20 at ig, 


Sale : 
Thwaite, Dan}, Prisoner for Debt, Carlisle, Adj Aug 14. Keswick, 
Sept ll atl 
Toshach, Jas / South Shields. Pet Aug 29. South Shields; 
Sept 17 at 12. Mabane, South Shields. y 
Wal — Birm, out of business, Pet Aug 28. Birm, Sopt 21 at 19, 
Wallis, Samal, Prisoner for Debi, Derby, Pet Aug 11 (for pau). Derby, 
Sept 20 at 12. Smith, Derb 
by urton, Wm Hy, Manch, ont of business, Pet Aug 29. Salford, Sept 
5 at 9. 30, — Manch. 
Wardle, Jas, Maesteg, Llangonoyd, Glamorgan, Joiner. Pet Aug 3}, 
Bridgend, Sept 15 at 12. Morris, Swansea 
Wm, . Derwenlis, neopets Montgomery, Labourer, 
igrt ySileae f Sept Wi 
, Prisoner for Bebe: “Brito. Adj Aug 29 (for pan), 
Bristol, 0 Set 1b at 12, 
Zachari, Morris, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj Aug 29 (for pan), 
Bristol, Oct 12 at 12. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Aug. 31, 1866. 
Riddle, Wm, Wick-rd, Teddington, Builder. Aug 28. 
Tuespay, Sept. 4, 1866. 
Swansborough, Hy, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Wine Merchant. Aug 31. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
s for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 
‘ oposals may be made in the first instance according ta the following 
orm :— 
PxuurosaL ror LoaAN on Montcaces, 


Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i. 6., whether for @ term certusn, ar by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land vr build. 
ings, state dhe net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 

resham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


“London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 
Advertisement Office, No. 119, Chancery-lane, Fleet Street. 


bs lager GREEN (many years with the late George 
Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 

Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of Seely years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &¢., and 
hereby solicits their continued support.—-N,B. One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appeara' 
to Sterling Silver. r iddle Pattern, 


8. 
Table Forks, perdoz..s0.. 1 10 Oand | 18 
Dessert ditto .sssceccoses 0 Oand! 10 
Table Spoons .......e0066. 110 Oandl 18 
Dessert ditto .....sses0052 1 0 Oand 1 10 
Tea SPOONS .oserseveceoss 








012 Oando 18 
Every Article for the Table asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon fore 
warded on receirt of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d,; Bronzed ditto, 4s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 508.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 208. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take oft, 18s, setof'six. Tuble Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s. 6d, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. ‘Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s, 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s. 6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s,, 163., and 188, per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d, and 128.5 Black Horn ditto, 8s. and {0s, All war- 
ranted, 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &o. Maybe had gratis or postfree, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
pe ey for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per r 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 2367STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 





W\O SOLICIT ‘ORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
Ph... a the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
of P sizes may be had gratia cr sent post. free, 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House 
nearly 50 years. Orders ebove £2 sent carriage free 





